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1 Introduction:  
Socio-spatial change in Lithuania. 
Depopulation and increasing 
spatial inequalities
Perhaps what first strikes you when you travel into Central and Eastern Europe is the 
incredible mélange of practices, rhythms, and identities that flow through particular 
places; past and present landscapes seem literally to tumble over each other suggesting 
that something new is underway, something old is being sustained, and something that 
combines the two is emerging. State socialist and market economies are articulating 
and re-articulating with one another in a heady mix of creative destruction and social 
transformation. (Pickles and Smith, 2007, p. 152)
§  1.1 Introduction
The fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 signalled a major change for Europe, especially for 
Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries1 (Gentile, Tammaru, & van Kempen, 
2012; Kornai, 2006; Kovács, 1999; Shleifer & Treisman, 2014). From a Soviet-type 
communism2 with centrally planned economies, CEE countries suddenly shifted to a 
capitalist system with market-led economies. Almost overnight the political and economic 
systems completely changed. This shift had a major effect on population developments 
in these countries. All of them experienced a drop in fertility rates, mass emigration and 
an increase in regional inequalities. Of all the post-socialist countries, it is Lithuania 
that stands out the most, experiencing an extreme drop in population (Eurostat, 2017; 
1  The term Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) in this thesis is used for countries that were part of the Soviet 
communist block from 1945/1950 to 1989/1991, and are now EU Member States: Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and the former East Germany.
2  We use the terms ‘socialist’ and ‘communist’ as synonyms in this paper, although communism is an extreme 
form of socialism. Communism is a political system, while socialism is primarily an economic system which can 
exist under various political systems (‘Diffen’, 2017).
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United Nations, 2015).3 Since the 1990s, Lithuania has lost more than 20 percent of its 
population, which makes it one of the world’s fastest shrinking countries.
From a historical point of view, an extreme population decline seems contradictory 
in Lithuania. For several decades the citizens of Lithuania had passionately sought 
a new sovereignty that would bring independent and democratic development to 
the country. This goal was finally achieved in 1990. In general, independence was a 
success and an accomplishment that led to a new economic and constitutional order 
(Burneika, 2012; Kornai, 2006; Leyk, 2016; Stanilov, 2007). However, the opening 
of the borders to the West and the free flow of capital and labour (especially after 
integration into the EU), meant that many people decided to leave Lithuania to look 
for better opportunities (mostly economic) abroad (Klüsener, Stankūnienė, Grigoriev, 
& Jasilionis, 2015; Sipavičienė & Stankūnienė, 2011; The Economist, 2017). Many of 
them thought to be leaving temporarily, but stayed and never returned. The reasons 
behind the choice to emigrate are quite obvious: although GDP per capita levels are 
similar among CEE countries (The World Bank, 2017b), Lithuania is distinguished in 
having one of the lowest wages, pensions and social spending rates, as well as a high 
degree of social inequality (Aidukaitė, 2011, 2014). Furthermore, population decline is 
accelerating even though the economy of the country is growing and standards of living 
are improving.
While the processes taking place on the national level are quite well recognised in 
Lithuania, little is known about how macro-level changes are affecting different spaces 
and groups in society. Sharp population decline has been accompanied by an increase 
in regional inequalities and levels of segregation. These processes are strongly linked 
with Soviet spatial planning principles (see e.g. Clayton & Richardson, 1989; Demko 
& Regulska, 1987) that were more extensively adopted in Lithuania than in other CEE 
countries. For several decades, planning policy in Lithuania favoured the organised 
distribution of the population and economic activities (Šešelgis, 1996; Vanagas, 
Krišjane, Noorkoiv, & Staniūnas, 2002). As a result, a quite uniform – spatially and 
socially – society was created. 
In 1990, the moment market forces came into play, major changes in the socio-spatial 
fabric began to occur and the distribution of the population started to change, having 
major spatial and social consequences. For example, economic restructuring led to 
a spatial mismatch between the distribution of labour and available jobs; although 
residential patterns started to change, the network of public amenities remained almost 
3  To be more accurate, similar drop in a population can also be found in Latvia, however population is declining 
more rapidly in Lithuania since 2006. 
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unaffected (until now). The general feature of this process was that, economically and 
demographically, socio-spatial disparities started to increase within the country, with 
the larger urban regions becoming the ‘winners’ and the peripheral rural regions the 
‘losers’ in this transformation process. Vilnius, whose development was suppressed 
in Soviet times, began growing extensively after 1990 through the process of 
suburbanisation. The process was similar to but much quicker than what had occurred 
in Western countries two decades earlier (from the 1970s onwards). In Lithuania, 
this led to increasing regional inequalities, which was inhibited to some degree by the 
socialist system, but now, the market-led system left regions much more exposed.
Despite the fact that these recent socio-spatial changes continue to take place at an 
unusually high speed, these processes have received very little scientific attention. The 
aim of this thesis is to gain more insight into these socio-spatial transformation processes 
and their consequences in Lithuania. The thesis investigates the main features and drivers 
of socio-spatial change in post-socialist Lithuania. The results of the research will provide 
a better understanding of the development processes and will reveal how the Soviet-
designed socio-spatial structures adapted to a market economy environment. The results 
of this thesis will also show why we should be concerned, despite the growing economy 
and improvements in the standard of living, as Lithuania is facing major challenges 
related to extreme population decline and increasing socio-spatial inequality. Until 
recently, doing socio-spatial research on Lithuania was a major challenge due to very 
limited data availability. One of the achievements of this thesis was to gain access to 
more detailed statistical data. As a result, this thesis is the first research project to use 
individual-level geo-coded Lithuanian census data for the whole population.
The rest of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. Section 1.2 provides the 
background, presenting a historical overview and explaining the specific setting of 
Lithuania, also offering information about the general macro-level changes that took 
place in the socialist and post-socialist periods. This background information is crucial 
to an understanding of the more recent socio-spatial changes and processes behind 
them. Section 1.3 offers a more focused discussion of the literature on population 
decline, migration, suburbanisation, segregation and increasing regional inequalities. 
It provides a literature review concerning the processes that are both typical to 
Lithuania but also shared with many other countries. This section aims to demonstrate 
that the Soviet legacy formed specific conditions for rapid and profound socio-spatial 
change in Lithuania. In Section 1.4, the gaps in current knowledge are identified, and 
the aim and research questions of the thesis are presented. Finally, Section 1.5 outlines 
the data that were used in the empirical chapters. Apart from this introduction, the 
thesis consists of five empirical chapters and a conclusion.
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§  1.2 Historical background of Lithuania
Over the course of recent centuries, Lithuania has been an independent country for 
only a short period of time, with Russian governance having the greatest influence on 
its development. From the end of the eighteenth century until the First World War, 
Lithuania was under the rule of the Russian Empire. Later, from 1918 to 1940, it was 
an independent state with a very strong national identity. However, the capital city of 
Vilnius and its surrounding region was disputed territory, with Lithuania, Russia and 
Poland all commanding it in different periods. Eventually this region was taken by the 
Polish administration. The period of Polish governance in the Vilnius region lasted from 
1920 to 1939. This period showed a strong growth in the Polish population as well as 
a strengthening of the Polish identity of local residents throughout the Vilnius region 
(Stanaitis & Česnavičius, 2010). Today, inhabitants who identify as Polish are highly 
concentrated in the region surrounding Vilnius city and constitute the largest ethnic 
minority group in Lithuania (6.6% in 2011) (Statistics Lithuania, 2013). 
In 1940, Lithuania was incorporated into the Soviet Union. The country lost its 
autonomy and Moscow became the most important decision-making centre, with 
the country only regaining its independence five decades later, in 1990, soon after the 
fall of the Berlin Wall. Interestingly, the percentage of Russian inhabitants remained 
relatively low in Lithuania during the Soviet period. The Russian minority accounted 
for 9.4 percent of the population in 1989 and 5.8 percent in 2011 (Statistical Office 
of Estonia, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, & Statistics Lithuania, 2015). By 
comparison, in Estonia and Latvia the share of Russians was above 30 percent in 
1989 and still above 25 percent in 2011 (ibid.). This thesis will analyse population 
developments in the post-Soviet period.
The Soviet Union is sometimes referred to as ‘the Great (unsuccessful) socialist 
experiment’ (Namboodiripad, 1991). The collapse of the Soviet Union4 is identified 
as one of the life-transforming moments in world history (Smith & Timár, 2010), 
while the radical reforms in post-communist countries that followed this collapse 
have been called ‘shock therapy’ (Leyk, 2016). The consequences of the breakdown 
of communism were especially significant for the Baltic States of Lithuania, Latvia 
and Estonia. Unlike other CEE countries, the Baltic States were Republics of the Soviet 
4  The official dissolution of the Soviet Union was on 26 December 1991. However, all of the countries declared 
their independence before this day, with Lithuania being the first Soviet Republic to break away from the Soviet 
Union.
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Union5 in a ‘self-enclosing’ communist system. In this system, political, economic 
and social relations with other European countries (even socialist) were virtually non-
existent, while, at the same time, there were no internal borders (either political or 
economic) between the Soviet Republics. Later, the Baltic States all successfully joined 
one of the most liberal and open economies in the world – the European Union.6 
This shift had a major effect on the political and economic systems, as well as on 
the urban and regional planning systems and economic restructuring. It also meant 
that the Baltic States completely changed their status: from a relatively affluent and 
prosperous region in the Soviet Union they became the relatively poor periphery of 
a borderless European Union. In parallel, from being the receivers of large inflows of 
immigrants from the other Soviet Republics, they started to lose their populations, due 
to large-scale out-migration to Western countries (Klüsener et al., 2015). Nearly 30 
years have passed since the political reforms, which makes it timely to reflect on the 
dramatic set of political-economic and socio-spatial transformations that occurred, 
and to consider the social and economic consequences of these transformations 
(Smith & Timár, 2010).
§  1.2.1 Political and economic system change
For five decades, Lithuania and other CEE countries lived under a communist regime 
subject to a command (planned) economy model, which was based on the principles of 
central planning (Borén & Gentile, 2007; Sjöberg, 1999). The countries were isolated 
from the rest of Europe, with the Iron Curtain the symbol of the ideological conflict 
between communism and capitalism. The differences between these ideologies are 
more than obvious, covering many political, economic and social aspects (Brada, 1994; 
Gentile et al., 2012; Kornai, 2000). The key elements of the communist system are 
centralised government, a command economy and collective, in fact, state ownership. 
In contrast, the key elements of a capitalist system are limited government intervention 
in economics, a market-based economy, competition and private ownership.
5  Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were involuntary incorporated into the Soviet Union under the Molotov-Ribben-
trop pact in 1939; Lithuania declared independence in 1990 and Latvia and Estonia in 1991.
6  All three countries have been members of the European Union as well as NATO since 2004.
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The traditional Soviet system had a vast, complex and highly hierarchical political-
administrative structure (Ericson, 1991). This was needed to implement the centrally 
planned economy, where all the decisions were taken by the government in a top-
down approach. The central government controlled the allocation of resources and 
the distribution of products and services. Virtually all property (except personal 
belongings such as cars and single-family dwellings) and the means of production were 
owned by the State; including the assets in the industrial, energy, financial and public 
sectors (Fischer & Gelb, 1991). Although there was a small legal private-production 
sector (e.g. small-scale agriculture, arts and crafts), it was also subject to substantial 
control by the State’s political and economic apparatus (Ericson, 1991). There was 
also a shadow economy, but it is difficult to estimate its size. In addition, the absence 
of a land market (land officially had no price) prevented its optimum economic use, 
especially in the centrally located urban zones where an excessive share of industrial 
land was located (Bertaud & Renaud, 1997).
When the Soviet Union collapsed, CEE countries shifted their economies away from 
central planning and adopted market economy principles (Smith & Rochovská, 2006). 
State intervention in the economy was reduced and the markets liberalised. According to 
neo-liberalist thought, free markets lead to the most effective and balanced organisation 
of economic and social life (Harvey, 2007). Given the nature of the communist regime 
(e.g. the absence of a land market, competition and private property) and the principles 
of central planning (with priority given to industrial and agricultural development, 
controlling the size and hierarchy of cities, restricting suburban growth, etc.), it is no 
surprise that the transition brought radical economic and social change to CEE countries. 
This is sometimes referred to as the ‘return to Europe’ process (Leyk, 2016; Pickles & 
Smith, 2007). In addition, the rapid technological, economic and social progress that 
accompanied the processes of urbanisation, globalisation and regionalisation further 
reinforced ongoing transformation in post-communist countries (Kornai, 2006). All of 
these developments contributed to significant economic restructuring, with the main 
changes related to a switch from collective (state) to private ownership and from the 
dominance of the primary and secondary sectors to the dominance of the tertiary sector. 
As a result, while systematic political and economic changes led to growing economic 
diversity and land use efficiency, there was an increase in unemployment and growing 
regional and social inequality, which will be discussed in the following sections.
It is now almost three decades since CEE countries embarked on paths of development 
similar to their Western counterparts. The borders between European countries are 
open and the movement of capital and labour is free. A lot of money is invested in EU 
regional cohesion policy, which aims to reduce disparities between EU countries and 
regions (Bachtler, Berkowitz, Hardy, & Muravska, 2017; Cotella, Adams, & Nunes, 
2012). However, the contrast between Eastern and Western Europe persists (Börzel & 
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Schimmelfennig, 2017; Hudson, 2005). Although the economies of CEE countries have 
been growing considerably faster than those of Western EU countries over recent decades, 
CEE countries still have much lower levels of GDP per capita (The World Bank, 2017b). 
Currently, the major differences between Eastern and Western Europe are reflected in 
demographic trends. CEE countries are characterised by significant population decline, 
emigration and an emerging shortage of labour. Although it can be argued that there 
were differences between Eastern and Western Europe even before the Second World 
War, the influence of the communist period on the long-lasting and ongoing socio-
spatial processes is undeniable. In Lithuania, this influence is manifest in rapidly 
changing residential patterns, the shrinkage of both urban and rural areas, intense 
suburbanisation of major cities, and increasing social and regional inequalities, as well 
as other socio-spatial processes, all of which will be discussed in this dissertation.
§  1.2.2 Urban and regional planning policy change
The centrally planned economy was tightly intertwined with regional planning policies 
(Stanilov, 2007). The main function of regional planning was to facilitate economic 
growth throughout the countries. At the same time, the aim of the communist doctrine 
was socio-spatial equality, and an evenly spread population was one of the prerequisites 
for such equality. One of the ways to achieve this was through the spatial distribution of 
human and economic resources (Bertaud & Renaud, 1997). According to Gentile and 
colleagues (2012, p. 292), there was an intention to ‘annihilate social, economic and 
regional differences and inequalities, effectively pushing for complete social, economic 
and spatial homogenisation over time’. Population movement was prohibited between 
the communist states, as well as within the national borders, sometimes even within 
municipalities (Clayton & Richardson, 1989; Klüsener et al., 2015). 
While the general principles of the political and economic system were common to 
all post-socialist countries, regional planning policies varied from country to country. 
The main reason for this was that concrete planning decisions could be taken by local 
planners. Nevertheless, the general principles of communist ideology still had to be 
followed. Furthermore, at any moment, Moscow could demand that the decisions 
taken locally be changed. Although there were variations between countries in terms 
of the adaptation of planning principles, the communist period had a strong impact on 
the socio-spatial organisation of CEE countries and resulted in different development 
paths compared to Western European countries (Bertaud & Renaud, 1997; Fenger, 
2007; Sailer-Fliege, 1999; Tammaru, Marcińczak, van Ham, & Musterd, 2016).
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What makes Lithuania unique is that Soviet spatial planning ideology was introduced 
more consistently here. Regional planning was based on a strategy to decentralise 
the population and industry, distributing them throughout the country (Vanagas et 
al., 2002). This meant that part of the potential growth of the few largest cities was 
distributed to medium and small-sized cities. Thus, the dominance of the largest 
cities was reduced and the development of regional centres enhanced. This was done 
through housing and employment policy (Bater, 1980; Šešelgis, 1996; Sýkora & 
Čermák, 1998). As a result, and in addition to some other historical and geographical 
circumstances,7 by the end of the socialist period, the urban system was more balanced 
in Lithuania than in any other CEE country (Aberg, 2005). Vilnius accounted for 15.7 
percent and Kaunas (the second largest city) 11.4 percent of the total population in 
1989 (Statistics Lithuania, 2003). 
A different planning approach was applied in Latvia and Estonia, which resulted in 
highly monocentric urban systems in these countries, with the capital cities accounting 
for more than 30 percent of their total populations in 1989 (Statistical Office of 
Estonia, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, & Statistics Lithuania, 2003). Under the 
communist regime, the Soviet-designed territorial organisation of Lithuania performed 
relatively well and was perceived as an achievement by Soviet urban planners (Vanagas 
et al., 2002). Such regional policy was only possible in a society without market 
competition and private property.
Since the 1990s, residential mobility has no longer been centrally regulated in 
Lithuania. Moreover, market economy forces, along with personal and economic 
motives of individuals, began to play key roles in the socio-spatial development of 
the country. A strengthening of domestic and international competition, processes 
of globalisation, and other effects, resulted in a new stage of social and economic 
development, also triggering spatial transformations. Due to the different locational 
priorities of the new economic sectors, as well as increased mobility opportunities for 
residents, the socio-spatial organisation of the country started to change. Economic 
activities and population started to concentrate in the major-city regions, especially 
in Vilnius. For example, 40 percent of the economic entities of Lithuania were 
concentrated in the Vilnius city region in 2016 (Statistics Lithuania, 2017). Moreover, 
one third of all births occurred there in 2016 (ibid.). 
7  Vilnius is located on the edge of the country, close to the Belarus border. Kaunas (the second largest city) was 
the temporary capital city of Lithuania in the interwar period. Klaipėda (the third largest city) is the main seaport 
of Lithuania.
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At the same time, many regions whose growth had been stimulated during the Soviet 
period became unable to provide sufficient levels of employment and standards of 
living under the new competitive economic conditions. This meant uneven spatial 
development, with clearly visible trends of metropolisation and peripheralisation, as 
well as increasing social inequalities (Cirtautas, 2013; Krupickaitė, 2003; Vanagas et 
al., 2002). While similar patterns of change can be found in all CEE countries in the 
post-Soviet period (Borén & Gentile, 2007; Lang, Henn, Sgibnev, & Ehrlich, 2015; 
Schmidt, Fina, & Siedentop, 2015), more profound changes can be anticipated in 
Lithuania, because the territorial organisation of Lithuania was affected to a greater 
extent in the communist period. 
§  1.2.3 Economic restructuring8
The centrally planned organisation and regulation of economic activity was an essential 
part of the communist regime in the Soviet Union. It is often believed that it was the 
command (planned) economy model and its inefficiency that led to the collapse of the 
Soviet Union (Harrison, 2001, 2002). In this system, the central government played 
the major role in directing the structure of the economy, as well as investment in and 
allocation of production (Samonis, 1995). Moreover, as the owner of all assets, the 
government controlled supply and predicted demand (often incorrectly), as well as 
set the prices of all goods and services. This resulted in massive shortages of various 
products and ‘empty shelves’ (Leyk, 2016). The economy of the Soviet Union was also 
isolated – there were very few trade relations with external parties (natural resources 
needed for industry were the exception). In a system where it was almost impossible to 
draw a line between politics and economics, there was no need to avoid monopolies, 
prevent corruption, efficiently allocate skills and talents of people and to maintain a 
balance between quality and price (Nove, 1986). 
Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that there were periods when the economy 
of the Soviet Union grew rapidly and even raised interest in capitalist countries. For 
example, some economists have even suggested that the ‘Soviet-style economies were 
superior to capitalist ones in terms of economic growth, providing full employment 
and price stability’ (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012, p. 127). However, it has generally 
been acknowledged that its economic success was, according to Ericson (1991, p. 11), 
8  This section is based on the paper: Ubarevičienė, R. & Burneika, D. (2015). Spatial transformation of the econo-
my in the post-communist period: The case of the Vilnius urban region. Geographia Polonica, 1(88), 143–157. 
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‘largely a statistical illusion, fostered by mismeasurement, faulty methodology, 
systemic incentives for exaggeration, and ideologically and politically motivated 
distortion’. Although it was true that the socialist state provided all citizens with a 
job and a salary, the outcome was that individuals did not need to make much effort 
to hold on to them. Accordingly, ‘there was no space for individual responsibility, 
initiative, ambition and autonomy’ (Leyk, 2016, p. 647).
A few specific aspects of the structure of the economy may explain why the Soviet 
Union collapsed. Industry, with priority given to heavy industry, including the military, 
was the main sector of the economy. Although it was the most important sector, it did 
not develop a strong technological base and thus used outdated and resource-wasting 
technologies which were behind world standards (Samonis, 1995). An important role 
was also played by the agricultural sector, especially in the Baltic countries. The Baltic 
States had a major role as suppliers of agricultural production to the Soviet Union 
(Lerman, Kislev, Biton, & Kriss, 2003; Viira, Põder, & Värnik, 2009). Their residents 
were encouraged to live and work in rural settlements, where they were provided with 
housing and income, often at a higher standard than in the cities (Tammaru, 2001). 
As a result, in the Baltic States, employment in agriculture (% of total employment) 
was more than 20 percent at the end of the Soviet period (The World Bank, 2017a). 
In comparison, it was less than 5 percent in many advanced capitalist countries. 
Other ‘unproductive’ sectors, such as housing construction, the service sector and 
infrastructure, were underfunded in CEE countries (Sailer-Fliege, 1999). As Ericson 
(1991, p. 11) noted, ‘[i]t is increasingly apparent that the traditional Soviet-type 
command economy is a catastrophic failure’ and ‘[s]ignificant economic reform is now 
generally accepted as an imperative’. 
After the demise of the Soviet Union, many impulses propelled economic development 
in CEE countries. Economic reforms included privatisation, liberalisation, marketisation, 
technological progress and integration with the world economy (Brada, 1994; Fischer & 
Gelb, 1991; Frenkel, 1994). Many inefficient industries were closed and the agricultural 
sector modernised, thus reducing employment in these sectors (Hamilton, Andrews, & 
Pichler-Milanovic, 2005; Leetmaa & Tammaru, 2007; Tammaru, 2001). In Lithuania, 
this meant 40 percent of jobs were lost between 1989 and 2001, mainly in industry, 
construction and agriculture (Statistics Lithuania, 2017). The unemployment rate was 
as high as 20 percent in some CEE countries at the beginning of the 1990s (a drastic 
change from a system in which everyone was entitled to have a job) (Hamilton, Andrews, 
& Pichler-Milanovic, 2005; Kornai, 2006). Thus, it is no surprise that people found it 
difficult to adapt to the new economic structure, as well as the rules of the capitalist 
economy (Leyk, 2016). From a system in which ‘everything’ was given to people, 
they now had a system in which they had to compete for ‘survival’. The consequences 
of the reforms were not the same for different groups of the population. Those who 
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benefited were mostly well-educated, younger, entrepreneurial individuals. The most 
disadvantaged were industrial and agricultural workers, those less educated and the 
elderly. There were significant changes in the social class structure, with the Soviet-era 
privileged working class hit the hardest (Gerber & Hout, 2004). 
Shortly after the reforms, new economic sectors (above all, business services) started to 
develop, bringing down the level of unemployment and accelerating economic growth 
in CEE countries. In order to achieve this, the CEE countries had to completely rebuild 
their economies and divert the trade flows from east to west (Leetmaa, Tammaru, 
& Anniste, 2009). They had to find ways to enter global markets without having the 
experience, technology or proper institutional settings. Moreover, their economies 
had to develop at an accelerated speed in order to catch up with Western countries 
(Kornai, 2006). The initial advantage of CEE countries in relation to global competition 
was their relatively cheap labour force. While this helped to withstand the economic 
shock by attracting foreign investment, at the same time, it laid the foundations for 
the wage gap, which persists today. Substantial improvements in transportation and 
connectivity also contributed to economic restructuring. The most important economic 
factors became efficiency and profitability, which were almost non-existent criteria in 
the Soviet period. 
Economic restructuring was more challenging for the Baltic States due to their greater 
involvement in the Soviet economic system (through capital, trade and labour flows), 
less developed relationships with other European countries, and also because of their 
peripheral location with respect to their new trading partners in Western Europe.
Increasing role of the capital city regions
Numerous studies have shown that post-socialist economic development in CEE 
countries favoured their capital city regions (Borén & Gentile, 2007; Grigorescu et al., 
2012; Jacobs, 2013; Smith & Timár, 2010; Sýkora & Ouředníček, 2007). The capital 
cities, which served as the main gateways to CEE countries, had a higher potential to 
attract investment and to develop high value-added economic sectors. They became 
the headquarters of international and national companies. In many countries, the 
capital regions now account for disproportionately large shares of their respective 
countries’ economic development. 
The increasing role of the Vilnius urban region and the processes of metropolisation 
in Lithuania resemble the experiences of other post-socialist countries (Ubarevičienė, 
Burneika, & Kriaučiūnas, 2011). Since the 1990s, spatial, economic and social 
development has been much more intense in the Vilnius urban region than in the rest 
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of Lithuania. For example, foreign investment has constantly increased in Vilnius, and 
in 2015 it received 71 percent of the total foreign investment in Lithuania (Statistics 
Lithuania, 2017). In the same year, although the Vilnius region accounted for 27 
percent of the population, it created 40 percent of the country’s GDP and accounted 
for 45 percent of income tax (ibid). Vilnius has thus become the core of the country’s 
development.
The post-socialist economic development of the Vilnius urban region may be 
characterised as a process of transformation (conversion) of the old urban structure 
and the spatial expansion of the urban economy through suburbanisation. In 
Vilnius, like other post-socialist countries since the 1990s, industrial areas in the 
inner city have shrunk, while the service sector has grown. The spatial network of 
many enterprises has become much denser, expanding along with urban sprawl. For 
example, the number of restaurants, fuel stations, accountancy and auditing firms 
increased drastically between 1994 and 2011 (Burneika & Ubarevičienė, 2011). 
Moreover, the outward expansion of the city transformed rural agricultural areas into 
urban zones and introduced ‘urban economies’ into the surrounding Vilnius region. 
While the suburban zone accounts for a relatively small portion of the total urban 
population, socioeconomically it is an important and integral part of the Vilnius 
housing market and region, which has experienced the most intensive socio-spatial 
change.
§  1.3 Socio-spatial developments
The historical background provided above is important to an understanding of the 
recent socio-spatial changes and the processes behind them. In the context of the 
macro-level changes presented above (changes to the political and economic system, 
urban and regional planning policy, and economic restructuring), this section focuses 
on four areas of social-spatial change: population decline, shifting residential patterns, 
social segregation and regional inequalities. Figure 1.1 schematically illustrates the 
structure of this thesis, and the relationships between the macro-level changes and 
the four areas of socio-spatial change. It has to be noted, that all three general macro-
level changes, located in the outer circle, have an important effect on four areas of 
socio-spatial change. Meanwhile, these four areas are closely interrelated and affect 
each other. The figure also positions the five empirical chapters and the broad research 
questions they will address. 
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FIGURE 1.1 Structural overview of the thesis
In recent decades, many developed and developing countries have been confronted 
with population decline, increasing regional inequalities and greater levels of social 
segregation (Haartsen & Venhorst, 2010; Haase, Athanasopoulou, & Rink, 2016; 
Hospers, 2012; Pourahmad, Khavarian-Garmsir, & Hataminejad, 2016; Reher, 2007; 
Wolff & Wiechmann, 2017). These processes were particularly characteristic of CEE 
countries that experienced political-economic transition (Brade, Herfert, & Wiest, 
2009; Gentile et al., 2012; Lang, 2011; Schmidt et al., 2015; Smith & Timár, 2010). 
Considering the discussion above, it can be expected that more profound socio-spatial 
changes took place in Lithuania during the post-socialist period; firstly, due to its 
exceptional geopolitical situation (the experience of a radical shift from the Soviet 
Union to the EU by Lithuania and the other Baltic States); and, secondly, due to the 
specific legacy of Soviet planning policy. 
This section provides a literature review regarding the processes of socio-spatial 
change which characterise the experience of Lithuania, although they may be shared 
with many other countries. There are four major aspects of this socio-spatial change: 
population decline, changing residential patterns, segregation and increasing regional 
inequalities. All of these processes are closely intertwined. For example, it is known 
that population decline, especially if it is determined by migration processes, is usually 
followed by growing regional inequalities and increasing levels of segregation (Cortese, 
Haase, Grossmann, & Ticha, 2014; Fol, 2012).
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§  1.3.1 Population decline
Population decline depends on political, economic and social conditions and is 
therefore multifaceted, complex and usually difficult to predict (Haase, Bernt, 
Grossmann, Mykhnenko, & Rink, 2016). In most cases, depopulation is seen negatively 
and attempts are made to reverse it. However, once population decline in an area 
has started, it is difficult to reverse, and the decline continues (although this is not a 
fundamental rule) (Hudson, 2015b; see also Myrdal, 1957). Depopulation often begins 
with economic downturn and becomes part of a vicious circle, causing a downward 
spiral of the economy, declining tax revenues, a decline in service provision and social 
infrastructure, and increasing numbers of abandoned buildings (Elshof, van Wissen, 
& Mulder, 2014). Such self-reinforcing developments make the shrinking areas even 
less attractive to the people who are left behind and increase the probability that they 
will also leave. Myrdal (1957) has described this as ‘circular cumulative causation’. 
According to Fratesi and Percoco (2014), persistent population decline, especially 
when it is accompanied by an aging population and ‘brain drain’, is the most harmful 
and difficult to reverse, as it leads to imbalances between regions and may hinder 
economic growth (Cortese et al., 2014). 
The phenomenon of population decline is not unique. Today, increasing numbers of 
cities and regions around the world are facing population loss. There is a large body of 
literature on population decline in peripheral, sparsely populated and former industrial 
regions of Europe, such as northern Sweden (Eriksson, 2008; T Niedomysl & Amcoff, 
2011), rural France (Fol, 2012; Kupiszewski, Baccaini, Durham, & Rees, 2000), Spain 
(Collantes, Pinilla, Sáez, & Silvestre, 2013; García Coll & Stillwell, 1999) and Scotland 
(Slee & Miller, 2015; Stockdale, 2002, 2004), the former East Germany (Bontje, 2005; 
Eberstadt, 1994; Lang, 2012). It is surprising that a lot less attention has been paid 
to developments in CEE countries, as, in recent decades, many of them were among 
the fastest shrinking countries in Europe and the world at large (Eurostat, 2017; 
United Nations, 2015). The pattern of population change in Europe, with a clear divide 
between east and west, can be seen in the map in Figure 1.2 (Wolff & Wiechmann, 
2017; German Federal Institute for Research on Building Urban Affairs and Spatial 
Development, 2015). This pattern is mainly the result of political and economic 
reforms in post-socialist countries and the successive increase in international 
migration from these countries. The reforms in the 1990s and the enlargement of 
the EU in 2004 opened the borders within Europe and lifted restrictions on mobility, 
causing large migration flows from Central and Eastern Europe to Western Europe. 
Population decline was especially sharp in the Baltic and Balkan countries. In many, 
including Lithuania, population decline was not limited to decline in certain regions or 
cities but affected the whole country. 
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FIGURE 1.2 Avergage annual population change in Europe between 2001 and 2011
Source: German Fedaral Institute for Research on Building Urban Affairs and Spatial Development, 2015
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Lithuania is one of the ‘leaders’ in terms of population decline in the post-socialist 
region and in the world overall (United Nations, 2015). According to census data, in 
the period between 1989 and 2011, the country lost 17.2 percent of its residents. The 
actual loss may be as high as 25 percent, because many emigrants do not officially 
declare they have left the country (Civinskas, Genys, Kuzmickaitė, & Tretjakova, 2011; 
Sipavičienė & Stankūnienė, 2011). The population started to decline soon after the 
reforms, primarily due to the outflow of former immigrants from other former Soviet 
republics (mainly from Russia). In fact, these immigrants were an important source 
of population growth in Lithuania during the Soviet period. In 1989, the Lithuanian 
population was 3.6 million, and it was expected that the number would reach 4 million 
within the coming decades. However, instead of growing, it started to shrink, with the 
population census of 2011 recording a little over 3 million inhabitants. The population 
decrease accelerated over time, and, since the 2000s, the country has been shrinking, 
on average, by -1.2 percent every year (Statistics Lithuania, 2017). The pessimistic 
scenario, according to the United Nations as well as the majority of Lithuanian 
demographers, predicts that the country might lose half of its current population 
by 2100 (Jackevičius, 2016; United Nations, 2015). In addition, the population 
change varies a lot across Lithuania. Some regions have already lost close to half their 
population, while other regions almost doubled in population between 2001 and 
2011. The geography of population decline in Lithuania is analysed in Chapter 2 of this 
thesis. 
The controversial role of emigration
Although this thesis does not directly address the questions related to emigration, this 
is an important element in the population decline and thus in the current processes 
of the socio-spatial change in Lithuania. Emigration accounted for approximately 
80 percent of total population loss over the past decade (Statistics Lithuania, 2017). 
Within a decade of Lithuania entering the EU in 2004, 10 percent of the population 
had emigrated to Western countries (Klüsener et al., 2015). Lithuania now has one 
of the highest emigration rates in the EU (Eurostat, 2016).The number of incoming 
migrants has been very small and the natural change in the population is negative. 
In most cases, emigration is a response to labour market conditions and educational 
opportunities (Genelyte, 2017; Kazlauskienė & Rinkevičius, 2006; Sipavičienė & 
Stankūnienė, 2013). The main reason of high rates of emigration from Lithuania is 
a mismatch between demographic and economic structures. This mismatch started 
to emerge right after the 1990s when the structure of economy began to reorganize 
and unemployment to increase, and at the same time a lot of young people grew 
to enter the labour market, while the post-war baby boom generation was still 
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economically active. New jobs were not created fast enough to guarantee jobs for 
everybody, thus emigration, of mostly young people, began to increase rapidly. 
Although between 2004 and 2015 10 percent of the total population emigrated 
abroad, this did not have much effect on the number of employed persons in Lithuania 
(Statistics Lithuania, 2017). It is highly unlikely that Lithuania’s economy would have 
been able to create as many new jobs, as many people have emigrated. These new 
vacancies would have had to make one third of all existing jobs. An increase in the 
retirement age and the greater employment of retirees have also reduced the growth 
of wages and employment opportunities of young generation. According to Klusener 
et al. (2015), another reason encouraging emigration from Lithuania is a mismatch 
between the supply and demand of highly educated workers. Many people decide to 
leave the country because they feel undervalued. For example, an average gross salary 
of the Vilnius university staff was 705 euro in January 2017, while the total average in 
Lithuania was 823 euro (‘Lithuanian State Social Insurance Fund Board’, 2017).
On the other hand, there are those who see advantages in emigration. For example, 
personal remittance inflows have accounted for approximately 4 percent of total 
annual GDP since 2010 (Sipavičienė & Stankūnienė, 2013; The World Bank, 2017c). 
Emigration also reduces unemployment levels. According to the Statistics Lithuania 
(2017), during the global financial crisis in 2007-2011, 80 percent of those who 
emigrated from Lithuania abroad were long-term unemployed. Thus, in the absence of 
mass emigration other negative effects, such as high unemployment and crime rates, 
may have had occurred. 
In 2010, research on potential migration from Lithuania revealed that around 30 
percent of the adult population of Lithuania had the intention to emigrate. Among 
young people (up to 29 years), 58 percent said they would like to emigrate (Sipavičienė 
& Stankūnienė, 2011). As a result of emigration, the mean age of the Lithuanian 
population is rapidly increasing: from 37.7 years in 2001 to 41.5 years in 2011, and 
the share of pensioners has grown by 4 percent over a decade. As a consequence, the 
economy of the country is increasingly being ‘drained’, as social spending increases 
while the country is losing an important part of the workforce. The current demographic 
trends in CEE countries, including Lithuania, have been described as ‘demographic 
shock’ or ‘demographic crisis’ (Eberstadt, 1994; Rychtaříková, 1999; Sobotka, Zeman, 
& Kantorová, 2003; Vladislava Stankūnienė, 2003; Steinführer & Haase, 2007). It is 
obvious that such trends have adverse future effects on welfare, social security and 
economy of Lithuania and other CEE countries.
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The literature review on population decline in Lithuania can be summarised as follows:
 – Lithuania is one of the ‘leaders’ in terms of population decline in the post-socialist 
region and the world overall.
 – In Lithuania, population decline started soon after the 1990s: while in Soviet times 
there was an inflow of migrants from other Soviet Republics, after the 1990s, a large-
scale out-migration to Western countries began.
 – Although depopulation affects almost the entire territory of Lithuania, there are great 
spatial variations in population change throughout the country.
 – The role of emigration is ambivalent in Lithuania. While it reduces the levels of 
unemployment and generates approximately 4 percent of the total annual GDP 
through the personal remittances, at the same time due to the emigration Lithuania is 
losing an important part of the workforce. 
§  1.3.2 Changing residential patterns: the outcome of migration
Previous studies have shown that migration plays a major role in the processes of 
population redistribution and growing spatial imbalances (Ambinakudige & Parisi, 
2015; Boyle, Halfacree, & Robinson, 1998; Martí-Henneberg, 2005; Ubarevičienė, 
2016). Migration is a cause as well as the consequence of socio-spatial change. This 
can be explained from both a macro and micro perspective. According to Cadwallader 
(1992, p. XV), the ‘macro approach is concerned with explaining aggregate migration 
patterns by measured characteristics of the socioeconomic and physical environment, 
while the micro approach explains individual migration behaviour within the 
framework of a psychological decision-making process’.
The same mechanisms operate in both internal and international migration. Migration 
is usually a response to labour market conditions, educational opportunities, family 
factors, or a desire to improve one’s quality of life (Biagi, Faggian, & McCann, 2011; 
Thomas Niedomysl, 2011; Nivalainen, 2004). A dominant approach to understanding 
flows of people is based on neoclassical economic theory (Abreu, 2010; Arango, 2000; 
Lewis, 1954; Sjaastad, 1962). This theory states that labour migration is the result of 
the uneven geographical distribution of labour and capital and that migration is mostly 
motivated by economic reasons. Thus, people move to places where they have better 
access to jobs, services, housing, etc. In the neoclassical view, labour migration should 
eventually lead to a new (spatial) equilibrium (Sjaastad, 1962). 
The neoclassical economic model has been questioned on a number of counts. It has 
been noted that economic motives and rational decisions are not the only concerns of 
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migrants. As stated by Blau and Duncan (1967, p. 244), ‘men do not flow from places 
of poor to places of good opportunity with the ease of water’. Institutional (political) 
constraints, personal characteristics, migration networks (prior links between 
countries or individuals), the stage in the family life-cycle, and other factors, are no less 
influential in determining mobility or immobility. Migration is therefore multilayered 
and very complex in its nature. Different aspects of this complexity can be explained 
by deterministic, humanistic and biographical approaches (Ní Laoire, 2000). Contrary 
to the neoclassical economic model, alternative migration theories (e.g. the new 
economics of labour migration, dual labour market theory and world system theory) 
assert that migration usually reinforces inequality rather than leading to its reduction 
(Abreu, 2010; Arango, 2000; Fratesi & Percoco, 2014). Therefore, the process of 
migration typically leads to growing regional disparities in terms of population 
distribution and economic performance, characterised by an increasing gap between 
the ‘winning’ and ‘losing’ regions. 
High levels of out-migration often have significant effects such as an ageing population 
and lower birth rates in the ‘losing’ regions. This is because it is mainly young people 
who move away (Elshof et al., 2014; Nugin, 2014; Sipavičienė & Stankūnienė, 2013). 
Another effect of out-migration is the ‘brain drain’, when more people who are highly 
educated move away and ‘brain waste’ when educated migrants enter low-skilled 
labour markets  (Favell, 2008; Genelyte, 2017; Kazlauskienė & Rinkevičius, 2006; 
Kelo & Wächter, 2004). According to Fratesi and Percoco (2014), migration is often 
skill-selective: skilled people are most likely to relocate because they benefit most 
from migration. At the same time, the regions from which they come lose their human 
capital and eventually also their economic potential. Moreover, the initial migrant 
stream may encourage a second stream, with the first migrants followed by family 
and friends: this process is called ‘chain migration’, facilitated by a migration network 
(Boyle et al., 1998; Maslauskaitė & Stankūnienė, 2007). All of the discussed trends 
apply to CEE countries and in a large extent to Lithuania. 
Although out-migration is often identified as a ‘loss of human and social capital’, the 
positive sides of migration are often forgotten (Stockdale, 2004). Mobile individuals 
can enjoy opportunities which would otherwise not be available to them. Experience 
and social contacts acquired abroad are often very beneficial in the country of origin 
if people return. Moreover, migration is a natural response to the lack of employment 
opportunities or job prospects, or to other structural changes in the economy. 
The general trend in many countries is that people are moving from less urbanised 
to more urbanised areas, and from agricultural to industrial and service-led regions, 
resulting in metropolisation and peripheralisation of people and economy. While this 
is particularly characteristic of the post-socialist region (Lang et al., 2015), it can also 
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be found in many other countries. In this context, the case of Lithuania is of special 
interest, due to the unique city system that was formed in the socialist period. In 
Lithuania, planning policy focused on decentralisation and sought to limit the growth 
of the major cities. Consequently, rural-urban migration, which had long been the 
prevailing direction of migration in many countries, was restricted in Lithuania until the 
early 1990s. Therefore, previous restrictions on residential mobility should have been 
compensated by more intensive migration flows (internal and external) and population 
redistribution after the 1990s. Corresponding increases in the level of segregation and 
regional inequalities, respectively, should also have been more visible during recent 
decades. Thus, if we want to understand the processes of population redistribution 
and growing regional inequalities we need to gain more insight into internal migration. 
The role of selective mobility, with specific attention being paid to the rapidly declining 
regions, will be analysed in Chapter 3.
Suburbanisation
Suppressed urbanisation and rural retention during the Soviet period resulted in 
major changes in land use patterns after the introduction of the market economy in 
CEE countries (Bertaud & Renaud, 1997; Borén & Gentile, 2007). One of the most 
significant features was urban expansion through the process of suburbanisation 
(Kok & Kovács, 1999; Krišjāne & Bērziņš, 2012; Leetmaa & Tammaru, 2007; Novák 
& Sýkora, 2007; Nuissl & Rink, 2005; Ouředníček, 2007; Tammaru, Leetmaa, Silm, 
& Ahas, 2009). Like many other former centrally planned cities in Europe, Vilnius 
is also undergoing rapid suburbanisation – a process which started immediately 
after independence at the end of the 1990s (Brade et al., 2009; Cirtautas, 2013; 
Ubarevičienė et al., 2011).
Similar to many other Central and Eastern European cities, during the Soviet period, 
the hinterland of Vilnius was devoted exclusively to agriculture and associated 
industrial production. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the introduction of a 
free market economy and privatisation liberated the previously constrained growth 
potential of Vilnius and allowed the city to expand very quickly. The attractiveness 
of suburban locations, in terms of natural environment and metropolitan potential 
(associated with jobs and facilities), drew growing numbers of people to the suburbs. 
Since the 1990s, the population in the suburban zone has increased by approximately 
30,000 (+20%), while in the city the population has dropped by 40,000 (-7%) 
(Statistics Lithuania, 2017). The process of suburbanisation was loosely regulated from 
the start. Today the suburban zone can be characterised by the scattered, small-scale 
residential developments. The density of the suburban dwellings is high near to the 
borders of the city and rapidly decreases with distance. Suburban settlements can be 
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found in the rural areas as far as 40 km from the city centre (Ubarevičienė et al., 2011). 
It is worth mentioning that the expansion of the city of Vilnius, which is regarded as the 
economic motor of Lithuania, is influencing one of the least economically developed 
regions of Lithuania, historically dominated by ethnic Polish residents. The suburban 
zone is now a site of increasing interaction between the original residents, many of 
whom have a Polish identity, and newcomers, who are mainly of Lithuanian origin. The 
ethno-political effects of suburbanisation in the Vilnius region will be explored in the 
empirical results presented in Chapter 4. 
The main trends in changing residential patterns in Lithuania can be summarised 
as follows:
 – Soviet regional planning focused on decentralisation of the population and economic 
activities; the growth of the largest cities was supressed and the development of the 
regional centres enhanced.
 – Since the 1990s, residential mobility has no longer been centrally regulated and the 
mobility opportunities of residents have increased. 
 – The general trend is that people are moving from less urbanised to more urbanised 
areas, and from agricultural to industrial and service-led regions, resulting in 
metropolisation and peripheralisation of people and economy.
 – Suburbanisation of the residents from the major Lithuanian cities is one of the most 
significant features of socio-spatial development since the 1990s. 
§  1.3.3 Social segregation
Different people tend to inhabit different spaces, leading to spatial inequalities based 
on social differences. In other words, segregation occurs when two or more population 
groups occupy different spaces within the same city, region or country (Hiebert, 
2009, p. 673). Segregation can take place on the basis of ethnicity, economic status, 
education, political preferences or any other social division. Usually, segregation refers 
to residential segregation, which is the degree to which two or more social groups live 
separately from one another within a specified geographical area (Massey & Denton, 
1988). However, there are other types of segregation, such as at school (Owens, 
Reardon, & Jencks, 2016; Valenzuela, Belleï, & de los Ríos, 2014; Yang Hansen & 
Gustafsson, 2016) or in the workplace (Andersson, García-Pérez, Haltiwanger, McCue, 
& Sanders, 2014; van Ham & Tammaru, 2016). Massey and Denton (1988) point out 
that groups can be segregated in a variety of ways; for example, they may be evenly 
distributed throughout a certain area on one side of a city, or concentrated in a small 
space. Taking this variety into account, several indexes corresponding to different 
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aspects of spatial variation were adopted to measure levels of segregation (Massey & 
Denton, 1988). Different distributional characteristics may be associated with different 
consequences of segregation. 
Research on social segregation started with the Chicago School (Burgess, 1928; Park, 
Burgess, & McKenzie, 1925) and since then it has received continuous scholarly and 
political attention (Musterd, 2005). Numerous studies have been performed to gain 
more insight into the drivers and effects of segregation (Burgers & Musterd, 2002; 
Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012; Scarpa, 2015; van Kempen & Murie, 2009). According to 
Hiebert (2009, p. 673), ‘segregation can arise from discriminatory forces outside a group 
and/or from the social organisation and predilections of the group itself’. Segregation can 
be voluntary and involuntary (van Ham, Tammaru, de Vuijst, & Zwiers, 2016). It has also 
been shown that patterns of selective mobility, as well as in situ changes, can reshape the 
population composition of neighbourhoods and thus influence the levels of segregation 
(Boschman, 2015; Musterd, Marcińczak, van Ham, & Tammaru, 2016). Selective 
mobility means that certain groups in the population move from one place to another 
and thus alter the composition of the two places. Meanwhile, in situ changes occur due 
to social mobility, for example, people might attain a higher occupational status but do 
not change their place of residence. Usually, both processes occur simultaneously. In 
addition, many other factors play a role in processes of segregation, including the housing 
market, the labour market, access to information, social networks and the welfare state 
(Aidukaitė, 2011; Musterd, 2005; Tammaru, Marcińczak, et al., 2016).
The consequences of segregation have been widely discussed by geographers and 
sociologists (Hiebert, 2009). A limited degree of segregation can sometimes be 
advantageous, as people benefit when they live close to similar people – for example, 
there may be increased social contact between neighbours – or a degree of segregation 
might help to increase a sense of safety, maintain cultural diversity and even promote 
entrepreneurship (Cheshire, 2007; van der Laan Bouma-Doff, 2007; van Ham et al., 
2016). However, there are increasing concerns about growing levels of segregation 
and poverty concentration (Musterd et al., 2016). High levels of segregation may have 
implications for social stability, cohesion, the competitive power of cities, educational 
opportunities and achievements, increasing social unrest and deviant behaviour 
(Tammaru, Marcińczak, et al., 2016; Valenzuela et al., 2014; van Ham et al., 2016). 
Hiebert (2009, p. 673) has pointed out that ‘segregated landscapes are both the 
result of inequality and also a mechanism for the reproduction of inequality’. One of 
these mechanisms is the neighbourhood effect (van Ham, Manley, Bailey, Simpson, 
& Maclennan, 2012), when, for example, a high concentration of poverty can lead to 
negative outcomes for individuals. Therefore, in many countries, especially in Western 
Europe, social mix policies have been introduced to reduce segregation processes 
(Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012; Cheshire, 2007; Musterd, 2005).
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Today, most attention is focused on segregation in the capital cities, and the majority 
of studies analyse either or both ethnic and socioeconomic segregation. Socioeconomic 
segregation refers to the spatial separation of population groups by occupation or 
income, while ethnic segregation is based on ethnic background. A relationship 
between these two forms of segregation has also been found to be important (Clark & 
Blue, 2004; Tammaru, Kährik, Mägi, Novák, & Leetmaa, 2016).
In CEE countries, more detailed studies on segregation have only started to emerge two 
decades ago (Kährik, 2002; Kovács, 1999; Sailer-Fliege, 1999; Sýkora, 1999). This may 
partly be explained by their socialist past and a lack of adequate data. While processes 
of segregation have been studied for almost a century in Western Europe, their findings 
provide little help in understanding segregation processes in CEE countries. This 
is particularly true in the case of ethnic segregation. At present, ethnic diversity in 
Western Europe can, in many cases, be regarded as a result of post-colonial processes, 
while ethnic diversity in CEE countries, especially in the Baltic countries, can mostly be 
deemed the result of colonialism. In the Baltic States during the Soviet period, rapid 
industrial growth was followed by immigration of Russian-speakers (mainly from 
Russia), which prompted a need for new housing that was instantly met in the form of 
high-rise multi-family complexes (Rybakovskiy & Tarasova, 1991). Ethnic minorities 
that immigrated to Baltic cities were in more favourable socioeconomic positions than 
people from the titular nations, which resulted in ethnic residential differentiation 
(Gentile & Tammaru, 2006; Kulu & Tammaru, 2003; Milstead, 2008; Ruoppila, 2004). 
These patterns of segregation have changed after the post-communist reforms were 
introduced and the position of national languages in public and institutional life was 
strengthened. However, a more recent study of Estonia has shown that the changes in 
residential differentiation of ethnic minorities ‘have been too modest to overcome the 
inherited patterns of housing segmentation’ (Hess, Tammaru, & Leetmaa, 2012). 
Scholars generally agree that the socio-spatial structure was more homogenous 
in socialist cities compared to Western capitalist cities and that social segregation 
(income and ethnic inequality) has started to increase in CEE cities since the early 
1990s (Marcińczak et al., 2015; Sýkora, 1999; Szelényi, 2001; Tammaru, Marcińczak, 
et al., 2016; Tsenkova, 2006). The main changes included the beginning of 
gentrification and suburbanisation processes, which resulted in the concentration of 
high-income groups in the most desired parts of the suburbs and inner-city (Brade 
et al., 2009; Kok & Kovács, 1999; Kovács, 1999; Sailer-Fliege, 1999; Sýkora, 1999; 
Szelenyi, 1996). While people with low socioeconomic status started to concentrate 
in the cheaper neighbourhoods in the outer-city (Krišjāne & Bērziņš, 2014; 
Marcińczak et al., 2015). In addition, Soviet-era large housing estates are becoming 
increasingly stagnant and unattractive for younger and more affluent people (Burneika, 
Ubarevičienė, & Valatka, 2016). Despite these trends, recent studies show that the 
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levels of socioeconomic segregation in many CEE cities remain relatively low compared 
to the western counterparts, although income inequality has grown considerably in 
the first decades after the demise of communism (Marcińczak et al., 2015; Tammaru, 
Marcińczak, et al., 2016). It is likely that income inequality will continue to increase. 
Furthermore, CEE countries might face greater consequences of rising inequality in 
the near future, because they do not have a strong social housing sector, or resources 
to deal with housing problems or social mix policy (van Kempen & Murie, 2009). In 
addition, according to Cortese and colleagues (2014, p. 2053), ‘social cohesion is 
even more difficult to achieve in shrinking cities than in other cities because … [they] 
are overburdened with challenges but left with few(er) resources at hand.’ Population 
decline modifies the demographic and socioeconomic composition of cities, affects 
job market, and results in abandoned infrastructure and housing (Cortese et al. 
2014). These processes inevitably lead to poverty concentration in the most affected 
neighbourhoods of the declining CEE cities (Burneika et al., 2016; Cortese et al., 2014).
In Lithuania, studies that directly address social segregation and its spatial dimension 
have only recently started to appear. The studies by Krupickaitė (2014), Žilys (2013) 
and Tereškinas et al. (2013) were survey-based and the spatial dimension rather 
limited as a result. Research by Marcińczak et al. (2015) was based on the 2001 census 
data at the level of census tracts. This study compared the levels of segregation in CEE 
capital cities, including Vilnius. All of these studies found that the levels of segregation 
were relatively low in Vilnius and the other large Lithuanian cities. However, they 
did not investigate how the levels of segregation may have changed over time. The 
processes discussed in this introduction – suburbanisation, economic restructuring 
and professionalisation of the workforce, selective migration, etc. – lead us to expect 
increasing levels of segregation in Lithuanian cities, and particularly in Vilnius. The 
processes of socioeconomic and ethnic segregation and the change over time will be 
investigated in Chapters 5 and 6 of this thesis. Indeed, these Chapters will show that 
the levels of segregation are increasing in Lithuanian cities.
The main trends in social segregation in Lithuania can be summarised as follows:
 – The processes of socioeconomic segregation were inhibited by the socialist system and 
became much more exposed in the market-led system.
 – The Russian-speaking ethnic minorities were in a more favourable socioeconomic 
position than the Lithuanians during the Soviet period, but this changed after the 
1990s.
 – Earlier studies found that the levels of segregation were relatively low in Vilnius and 
the other large Lithuanian cities. However, they did not investigate how the levels of 
segregation have changed over time.
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§  1.3.4 Increasing regional inequalities
The processes presented above have different effects in different places and therefore 
lead to uneven socio-spatial development. During recent decades, socio-spatial 
inequalities have become increasingly apparent on the international, national, regional 
and local scales (Kühn, 2015). These inequalities involve economic, social, political 
and other dimensions and are usually produced by processes of centralisation and 
peripheralisation of people and the economy. The metropolitan regions continue to 
grow demographically and economically, while many of the other regions face a spiral 
of decline. This is reflected in the loss of jobs and enterprises and the reduction of social 
services in the latter, thus encouraging out-migration. It is believed that great spatial 
imbalances in the development of countries may threaten their social and economic 
stability (Ehrlich, Kriszan, & Lang, 2012; Hudson, 2015; Lang, 2011).
The first theories on regional inequality appeared in the 1950s. They emerged as 
a critical response to neoclassical theories which denied uneven development and 
assumed that differences across regions tend to diminish over time (Dawkins, 2003; 
Myrdal, 1957; Sjaastad, 1962). Inspired by neoclassical theories, the traditional model 
of regional development was based on location theories developed by W. Christaller 
(1933), A. Lösch (1940), J. H. von Thünen (1926) and others (Hudson, 2011). These 
theories attempted to explain the location of economic activities and demonstrate 
regional development processes in the industrial period. However, these location 
theories did not pay much attention to the emergence of uneven spatial development. 
For example, they assumed that the markets were perfectly competitive, the 
production technologies identical and labour and capital inputs homogeneous across 
regions (Dawkins, 2003). 
In response, and in the context of increasing globalisation, liberalisation and 
technological progress, theories of regional economic divergence began to develop in 
the 1960s, and region-specific elements were introduced to explain uneven spatial 
development. Since then, space has started to be perceived through a diversified-
relational lens (Capello, 2009). Among the theories of divergence are cumulative 
causation theory, developed by Myrdal (1957), and growth poles theory, developed 
by Perroux (1955). Both are highly applicable in explaining population decline and 
spatially uneven population change. More recent theories, developed after the 1970s 
(e.g. world-systems theory, network theory, new trade theory, territorial capital), also 
address regional inequalities and patterns of uneven development, but are less adapted 
to explaining the spatial development of particular regions or individual countries. 
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Over the past decades, interest in socio-spatial inequalities and the reason they 
develop has increased considerably (Dawkins, 2003; Hudson, 2005). Researchers from 
different disciplines (economics, geography, sociology, political science and others) 
are interested in processes that are fundamentally spatial in nature. A large body of 
theoretical and empirical literature has examined the causes of spatial inequality 
and considered its effects on society and the economy (Hudson, 2015). Most have 
concluded that a certain level of inequality is inevitable in a free market economy 
(Cassiers & Kesteloot, 2012; Dawkins, 2003; DeFilippis, 2017; Hudson, 2011; Smith 
& Timár, 2010). Furthermore, inequality seems to increase with economic growth and 
development (Kim, 2008). Qualitative as well as quantitative differentiation between 
places is often attributed to the capitalist economic model as well as Marx’s theory on 
capital (Harvey, 1999). Most of the classic works, as well as more recent development 
theories, explain differentiation in relation to capital accumulation (Dawkins, 2003; 
Haas, 2007). Since capital tends to produce as well as to exploit spatial differentiation, 
uneven development becomes a cumulative and self-reinforcing process (Hudson, 
2015; Myrdal, 1957). According to Kühn (2015), ‘agglomeration provides a context to 
innovations, which in turn attracts more activities and reinforces the agglomeration’. 
Such agglomeration is to the disadvantage of non-metropolitan regions, which are 
increasingly left behind. The territorial agendas of nation-states, as well as the EU, see 
more balanced spatial development as a necessity, seeking to keep inequality within 
acceptable limits (Hudson, 2015). However, the agglomeration effect may not only be 
associated with negative consequences; the growth achieved by a particular territorial 
area may be beneficial for development on the national scale  (Capello, 2009; Puga, 
2010; Quigley, 2013). This may be manifest in several ways. For example, through 
the ‘spillover effect’, the creation of innovation, increasing economic efficiency, 
improvement in employment opportunities or participating in global competition.
In CEE countries, the contrast between the development of metropolitan regions and 
non-metropolitan regions is becoming increasingly pronounced (Kühn, 2015). In the 
1990s, the capital regions started to attract economic and political interest, to the 
disadvantage of the rest of the regions (Lang, 2015). According to Ehrlich et al. (2012), 
the metropolitan regions can be called the ‘winners’ of these socio-spatial changes, 
while other areas in CEE countries have experienced adverse developments. The most 
radical demographic changes took place in the peripheral countryside regions, which 
have been losing population at the highest rates and experiencing profound changes 
in their demographic and socioeconomic composition. These regions are characterised 
by low population density, the predominance of employment in agriculture, and 
relatively large distances from the bigger cities (outer and inner peripheries of the 
countries). A significant drop in the importance of agriculture, which was prioritised 
under the communist regime (Enyedi, 1998; Leetmaa & Tammaru, 2007; Tammaru, 
2001), has reduced the number of jobs in rural regions several times over and raised 
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the level of unemployment, thus leading to out-migration. The terms frequently used 
to describe these trajectories in recent socio-spatial development in CEE countries 
include metropolisation, centralisation, peripheralisation, polarisation, residential 
differentiation and segregation (see e.g. Gentile et al., 2012; Lang et al., 2015). 
In Lithuania, the trends in socio-spatial development are similar to what can be 
observed in the other CEE countries (Borén & Gentile, 2007; Ehrlich et al., 2012; 
Gentile et al., 2012; Sailer-Fliege, 1999; Smith & Timár, 2010; Sokol, 2001). However, 
we can expect that the increase in regional inequalities was even more pronounced 
here. For decades, regional disparities in Lithuania were avoided by strict Soviet 
planning policy, which favoured the organised and uniform spread of the population 
and economic activity throughout the country. The transition to a market-led economy, 
strengthening domestic and international competition, processes of globalisation 
and social segregation, as well as other effects, created many challenges relating 
to the territorial structure that had been inherited. As it did not meet the needs of 
the post-socialist democratic society and market-led economy, it began to change. 
Previously controlled flows of internal migration changed direction, and many people 
moved to the larger cities or abroad. Most economic growth and demographic potential 
started to concentrate in a few metropolitan regions, particularly in Vilnius (Burneika 
& Ubareviciene, 2015; Cirtautas, 2013; Krupickaitė, 2014; Ubarevičienė & Burneika, 
2015; Ubarevičienė et al., 2011). Many regions, whose growth had been stimulated 
during the Soviet period by providing jobs in low-tech industry, were suddenly unable 
to provide sufficient levels of employment and standards of living under the new 
political and economic system. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, most of the 
peripheral regions did not receive investment, and public as well as private service 
provision constantly declined in these regions. It is evident that such a situation would 
lead to out-migration, contributing to the further deterioration of living standards for 
the majority of the remaining population, insofar as there was even less likelihood of 
further investment in service provision or employment. 
The findings of the literature review on regional inequalities in Lithuania can be 
summarised as follows:
 – Regional inequalities in Lithuania have constantly increased since the 1990s.
 – In the peripheral regions, many jobs were lost and unemployment increased, which 
resulted in out-migration.
 – While in Soviet times the uniform spread of the population and economic activity 
was advocated, now most of the economic growth and demographic potential are 
concentrated in a few metropolitan regions, particularly in Vilnius.
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§  1.4 Gaps in current knowledge, aims and research questions
Most of the existing research on socio-spatial change in CEE countries has focused on 
political and economic restructuring. However, increasing attention is being paid to 
the spatial and social consequences of change, such as population decline, increasing 
regional disparities and higher levels of segregation. According to Stanilov (2007), 
due to the very rapid pace of change, the recent socio-spatial development in CEE 
countries can be seen as a perfect ‘laboratory for observation’. The previous sections of 
this introduction highlighted that in recent decades Lithuania has been experiencing 
more profound socio-spatial transformations than other CEE countries. However, 
compared to these other countries, there has been relatively little research on the case 
of Lithuania. One of the main reasons for this has been the limited availability of data 
on Lithuania. This thesis seeks to fill some of these current knowledge gaps on socio-
spatial change in Lithuania. 
The knowledge gaps concern four issues: population decline, changing residential 
patterns, social segregation and increasing regional inequalities. Firstly, there is not 
much research on the socio-spatial development processes and their consequences 
in Lithuania. The existing research is focused on either natural population change 
(Kalėdienė & Sauliūnė, 2013; Stankuniene & Jasilioniene, 2008; Vlada Stankūnienė & 
Jasilionis, 2011; Stumbrys, 2016) or on the economic aspects of emigration (Genelyte, 
2017; Klüsener et al., 2015; Sipavičienė & Stankūnienė, 2013).  In addition, existing 
studies focus on the national level (Civinskas et al., 2011; Jasilionis, Stankūnienė, 
Maslauskaitė, & Stumbrys, 2015; Vladislava Stankūnienė, 2003) or municipal level 
(Klüsener et al., 2015) and lack a more detailed spatial focus. As a consequence, little 
is known about the specific drivers of population change and the regional variations 
within the country. Secondly, studies on internal migration, which is the driver of 
changing residential patterns, are particularly scarce in Lithuania (Ubarevičienė, 2016). 
Previous studies have used aggregated-level data on the municipal level (Juškevičius, 
2015; Kuliešis & Pareigienė, 2011) and could therefore only investigate net migration. 
Little is known about the directions of migration flows within the country as a whole, 
or about the demographic and socioeconomic composition of these flows. Individual-
level data is the most suitable for migration studies; however, until now individual-
level census data was not available to socio-spatial researchers. Thirdly, research on 
social segregation is also scarce in Lithuania (the rare examples are Krupickaitė, 2014; 
Marcińczak et al., 2015; Tereškinas et al., 2013; Žilys, 2013). There are no previous 
studies investigating how the local spatial dimensions of social inequality have 
changed over time. Finally, greater attention should be paid to the increasing levels of 
socio-spatial inequality, which is the cause and the consequence of population decline, 
selective migration and segregation processes.
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In summary, this thesis contributes to the existing literature by investigating 
population decline, migration patterns and processes of segregation in Lithuania. 
While the focus is on Lithuania, the results of this study are also of value for other CEE 
countries, many of which have experienced similar trajectories of change during recent 
decades. The aim of this thesis is to gain more insight into the recent socio-spatial 
transformation processes and their consequences in Lithuania. The thesis investigates 
the main features and drivers of socio-spatial change in post-socialist Lithuania. This 
aim has resulted in five empirical chapters, where each chapter presents different 
aspects of socio-spatial change.
Chapter 2: Shrinking regions in a shrinking country: The geography 
of population decline in Lithuania 2001-2011
This chapter serves as a starting point for the analyses of socio-spatial change in 
Lithuania. While most studies focus on specific cities and regions, much less is 
known about the spatial dimension of population decline on the national level and 
the regional factors determining spatially uneven population change. The aim of this 
chapter is to gain more insight into the geography of population change in Lithuania 
and to increase our understanding of the regional factors that contribute to population 
change. The main question raised in this chapter is: What are the underlying reasons 
for the observed geographical pattern of population decline? More insight into regional 
differences in population change and their drivers should contribute to the development 
of coping strategies and policies to deal with especially high population decline.
Chapter 3: Population decline in Lithuania. Who lives 
in declining regions and who leaves?
The goal of this chapter is to gain more insight into the recent processes of socio-spatial 
change and the role of selective migration in Lithuania. The patterns of population 
change in Lithuania show a concentration of the population in the metropolitan 
areas and a sharp decline in peripheral rural regions. Internal migration plays a major 
role in the processes of population redistribution and growing spatial imbalances. 
However, little is known about the direction of migration flows within Lithuania or the 
demographic and socioeconomic composition of these flows. Knowing that migration 
tends to be selective by nature, it can be expected that the population leaving declining 
regions in Lithuania is also very selective. Extreme population decline in some regions of 
Lithuania and the growth of population in others can be expected to result in residential 
differentiation. This chapter addresses the following research questions: Who live in the 
rapidly declining regions? Who are most likely to leave such regions? 
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Chapter 4: Ethno-political effects of suburbanisation in the 
Vilnius urban region: An analysis of voting behaviour
One of the most significant features of socio-spatial development in Lithuania is the 
urban expansion of Vilnius city through the process of suburbanisation. The suburban 
zone of Vilnius is a site of increasing interaction between the original residents, many 
of whom have a Polish identity, and newcomers, who are mainly of Lithuanian origin. 
A confrontation of ethnic groups with partly different needs, priorities, worldviews, 
quality of life standards and value systems might cause ethnic tensions in the suburbs. 
The research question of this chapter is: What are the consequences of suburbanisation 
for voting behaviour in the surrounding Vilnius region? We hypothesise that the 
number of votes for the Polish party and voting turnout will increase in the suburban 
ring due to the mobilisation of Poles, aiming to strengthen their political influence 
during a period in which others are moving to the region. The changing electoral 
behaviour might be an indicator of growing ethno-political tensions, and the zones 
of the most intense change could identify areas of potential social tensions between 
ethnic groups.
Chapter 5: Large social inequalities and low levels of 
socioeconomic segregation in Vilnius
The political-economic reforms in the 1990s resulted in a changing occupational 
structure and an increase in socio-spatial inequality in Lithuania. Vilnius is playing 
an increasingly important role in the organisation of society and the economy of the 
country; thus, the processes of socio-spatial segregation are the most intensive here. 
The aim of the chapter is to gain more insight into recent socioeconomic segregation 
processes in Vilnius. The chapter addresses the following three research questions: 
How has the occupational structure of the population of Vilnius city changed between 
2001 and 2011? Do we find evidence of increasing or decreasing levels of occupational 
segregation in the 2000s following the growth of social inequality since the 1990s? 
How do the segregation processes vary between the city zones?
Chapter 6: Socio-ethnic segregation in the metropolitan areas of Lithuania
If Chapter 5 focuses on socioeconomic segregation in Vilnius, Chapter 6 addresses 
socio-ethnic segregation in three major metropolitan areas in Lithuania. One of the 
specific features of many post-Soviet cities is their multi-ethnic structure, which was 
strongly influenced by internal migration within the Soviet Union. We assume that 
the ethnic landscape inherited from the Soviet period started changing after free-
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market forces began playing their role. However, the question remains whether spatial 
residential differentiation has started to disappear or, on the contrary, is increasing. This 
article seeks to gain more insight into the interrelationships between social and ethnic 
residential differentiation in three major metropolitan areas of Lithuania formed by the 
cities of Vilnius, Kaunas and Klaipėda. We seek to learn whether different ethnic groups 
can be associated with different socioeconomic statuses and whether these groups 
tend to occupy different urban spaces. 
§  1.5 Data
Ideally, one would have access to longitudinal geo-coded individual-level data to study 
patterns of socio-spatial change. Such data is only available in a few countries, such 
as the Netherlands, Sweden, Finland and the United Kingdom. Among CEE countries, 
Estonia has the most advanced data infrastructure, as researchers have been able to 
link the 2000 and 2011 Estonian censuses on the individual level, while currently there 
are plans to also link the final Soviet-era census to the data. This latest development 
would expand the already unique Estonian database, which would allow researchers to 
gain more insight into population development at the crossroads of the socialist and 
post-socialist systems.
One of the challenges encountered when doing research on Lithuania for this thesis 
was limited data availability. In Lithuania, as in most CEE countries, the most important 
and reliable source of data is from the 2000/2001 and 2011 population censuses, 
sometimes supplemented by surveys or register data. Although there were also censuses 
before 2000, the availability of such data is very limited. Most of the data gathered 
during the socialist period was in the possession of political-administrative institutions 
and considered secret. In addition, part of it was lost during the reform period. 
Most of the research in this thesis is based on the 2001 and 2011 Lithuanian censuses. 
At the start of this project, data availability was limited to cross-sectional aggregated 
data on the municipality or ward9 level. However, as the project progressed, access to 
more detailed spatial level data (census tracts) and, eventually, also individual-level 
geo-coded data, was obtained. As a result, this thesis is the first study to use individual-
9  Equivalent to Local administrative units (LAU 2 level) in the EU member states. 
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level Lithuanian census data in socio-spatial research.10 Access to this data made it 
possible to study processes of spatial mobility on a very small spatial scale. This new 
individual-level data is an important research tool for Lithuania and opens up new 
possibilities for future research. Although the data for the 2001 and 2011 censuses 
are not linked at the individual level, this might occur in the future, as was the case in 
Estonia, opening many more opportunities to learn about the processes occurring in 
Lithuania. In addition to the census data, this thesis has also used electoral data to 
illustrate the ethno-political effects of suburbanisation (Chapter 4).
Census data, which includes the whole population, is the most reliable source of 
information for the analyses of socio-spatial change in Lithuania. However, census data 
typically has some shortcomings. First of all, the population census is only conducted 
every ten years. In addition, it takes several years for the collected data to be processed 
and systematised, and thus available for use in research. Thus, studies based on census 
data use relatively ‘old’ data. Additional issues arise when investigating migration 
processes. Firstly, Lithuanian census data from 2001 and 2011 only captures a 
change of residence in the one-year period before the census date. It records the 
current place of residence and the previous place of residence if the person has moved 
inside Lithuania, but the exact timing of the migration cannot be observed. Secondly, 
information on individual characteristics is only available for the census date. This 
implies that we only know the characteristics of movers after the move but not before. 
Therefore, the effects of time-varying variables such as education, occupation and 
household status should be interpreted with caution. Thirdly, census data in Lithuania 
does not provide information on intra-urban or intra-rural migration: only those moves 
in which the boundary of a city municipality or ward (LAU 2 region) was crossed have 
been recorded. Fourthly, census data does not contain any information on the reasons 
or motives for internal migration. Finally, both of the Lithuanian censuses (2001 and 
2011) were conducted in post-crisis periods, which may have temporarily affected the 
directions of internal migration flows. All studies using census data suffer from similar 
problems, no matter the country (Leetmaa & Tammaru, 2007; Nivalainen, 2004; 
Sjöberg & Tammaru, 1999; Tervo, 2000), and it is important to be aware of these 
issues when discussing study results. 
10  There are demographic studies that use individual-level data, but they do not have a more detailed geographical 
dimension (e.g. Klüsener et al., 2015).
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§  1.6 Outline of the thesis
The rest of this thesis consists of five empirical chapters followed by the conclusion. 
Different chapters analyse different aspects of socio-spatial changes, but together 
they illustrate the complexity and unusually rapid pace and scale of the post-socialist 
transformations in Lithuania. Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 are focused on Lithuania 
as a whole. The remaining chapters are focused on areas where the socio-spatial 
transformations are the most intense – the metropolitan regions and in particular 
the Vilnius metropolitan region. Chapter 4 discusses suburbanisation in Vilnius and 
related ethno-political effects. Chapters 5 and 6 analyse processes of social segregation 
in Vilnius and two of the other largest cities in Lithuania. Chapters 2, 3, 4 and 6 have 
already been published in peer-reviewed journals. Chapter 5 was published as a book 
chapter. The conclusion briefly summarises the empirical chapters, reflects on the 
main research findings, discusses the limitations of the thesis and provides directions 
for future research.
References
Aberg, M. (2005). Baltic orientations: Globalization, regionalization, or ‘EU - izolation’? In F. W. I. Hamilton, K. 
D. Andrews, & N. Pichler-Milanovic (Eds.), Transformation of Cities in Central and Eastern Europe – Towards 
Globalization (pp. 399–427). Tokyo: United Nations University Press.
Abreu, A. (2010). The new economics of labor migration: Beware of neoclassicals bearing gifts. Forum for Social 
Economics, 41(1), 46–67. http://doi.org/10.1007/s12143-010-9077-2
Acemoglu, D., & Robinson, J. A. (2012). Why nations fail: the origins of power, prosperity, and poverty. London: 
Profile books. http://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-013-0148-9
Aidukaitė, J. (2011). Welfare reforms and socio-economic trends in the 10 new EU member states of Central 
and Eastern Europe. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 44(3), 211–219. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.
postcomstud.2011.07.005
Aidukaitė, J. (2014). Transformation of the welfare state in Lithuania: Towards globalization and European-
ization. Communist and Post-Communist Studies, 47(1), 59–69. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postcom-
stud.2014.01.003
Ambinakudige, S., & Parisi, D. (2015). A Spatiotemporal analysis of inter-county migration patterns in the Unit-
ed States. Applied Spatial Analysis and Policy, 1–17. http://doi.org/10.1007/s12061-015-9171-1
Andersson, F., García-Pérez, M., Haltiwanger, J., McCue, K., & Sanders, S. (2014). Workplace concentration of 
immigrants. Demography, 51(6), 2281–2306. http://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-014-0352-3
Arango, J. (2000). Explaining migration: a critical view. International Social Science Journal, 52(165), 283–296. 
http://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2451.00259
Bachtler, J., Berkowitz, P., Hardy, S., & Muravska, T. (Eds.). (2017). EU Cohesion Policy: Reassessing performance 
and direction. New York: Routledge.
Bater, J. H. (1980). The Soviet City. London: Edward Arnold.
Bertaud, A., & Renaud, B. (1997). Socialist cities without land markets. Journal of Urban Economics, 41(1), 
137–151. http://doi.org/10.1006/juec.1996.1097
Biagi, B., Faggian, A., & McCann, P. (2011). Long and short distance migration in Italy: The role of economic, 
social and environmental characteristics. Spatial Economic Analysis, 6(1), 111–131. http://doi.org/10.108
0/17421772.2010.540035
TOC
 82 Socio-spatial change in Lithuania
Blau, P. M., & Duncan, O. D. (1967). The American occupational structure. New York, London, Sydney: John Wiley 
& Sons, Inc.
Bontje, M. (2005). Facing the challenge of shrinking cities in East Germany: The case of Leipzig. GeoJournal, 
61(1), 13–21.
Borén, T., & Gentile, M. (2007). Metropolitan processes in post-communist states: An introduction. Geografiska 
Annaler, Series B Human Geography, 89(2), 95–110.
Börzel, T. A., & Schimmelfennig, F. (2017). Coming together or drifting apart? The EU’s political integration 
capacity in Eastern Europe. Journal of European Public Policy, 24(2), 278–296. http://doi.org/10.1080/13
501763.2016.1265574
Boschman, S. (2015). Selective mobility, segregation and neighbourhood effects. Delft University of Technology.
Boyle, P., Halfacree, K., & Robinson, V. (1998). Exploring contemporary migration. New York: Addison Wesley 
Longman.
Brada, J. C. (1994). The transformation from communism to capitalism: How far? How fast? Post-Soviet Affairs, 
9(2), 87–110.
Brade, I., Herfert, G., & Wiest, K. (2009). Recent trends and future prospects of socio-spatial differentiation in 
urban regions of Central and Eastern Europe: A lull before the storm? Cities, 26(5), 233–244. http://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cities.2009.05.001
Burgers, J., & Musterd, S. (2002). Understanding urban inequality: A model based on existing theories and an 
empirical illustration. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 26(2), 403–413. http://doi.
org/10.1111/1468-2427.00387
Burgess, E. W. (1928). Residential segregation in American cities. Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science, 140, 105–115.
Burneika, D. (2012). The transformation in Lithuania – factors of change and regional patterns. In G. Gorzelak, 
C. Goh, & K. Fazekas (Eds.), Adaptability and change: The regional dimensions in Central and Eastern Europe 
(pp. 269–283). Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Scholar.
Burneika, D., & Ubareviciene, R. (2015). The economic crisis and development of Vilnius urban region - Spatial 
aspects. Studia Regionalne I Lokalne, 60(2), 81–96. http://doi.org/10.7366/1509499526004
Burneika, D., & Ubarevičienė, R. (2011). The sprawl of Vilnius city – consequences of rural – urban transforma-
tions. Annales Geographicae, 43–44, 108–115.
Burneika, D., Ubarevičienė, R., & Valatka, V. (2016). Socio-economic segregation in growing urban regions of 
Lithuania. Filosofija. Sociologija, 26(4), 277–292.
Cadwallader, M. (1992). Migration and residential mobility: Macro and micro approaches. Wisconsin: University 
of Wisconsin Press.
Capello, R. (2009). Regional growth and local development theories: Conceptual evolution over fifty years of 
regional science. Géographie, Économie, Société, 11(1), 9–21. http://doi.org/10.3166/ges.11.9-21
Cassiers, T., & Kesteloot, C. (2012). Socio-spatial inequalities and social cohesion in European cities. Urban 
Studies, 49(9), 1909–1924. http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098012444888
Cheshire, P. (2007). Segregated neighborhoods and mixed communities. A critical analysis. Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation. York.
Christaller, W. (1933). Central Places in Southern Germany. Translation into English by Carlisle W. Baskin in 
1966. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.
Cirtautas, M. (2013). Urban sprawl of major cities in the Baltic States. Architecture and Urban Planning, 7, 
72–79. http://doi.org/10.7250/aup.2013.009
Civinskas, R., Genys, D., Kuzmickaitė, D., & Tretjakova, V. (2011). The Dynamics of demographic decline and 
its consequences for Lithuania. Viewpoints from a liberal perspective. In P. Bruil, P. van Schie, & M. van de 
Velde (Eds.), The dynamics of demographic decline (pp. 105–115). The Hague: Oranje/Van Loon.
Clark, W. A. V., & Blue, S. A. (2004). Race, class, and segregation patterns in U.S. immigrant gateway cities. 
Urban Affairs Review, 39(6), 667–688. http://doi.org/10.1177/1078087404264217
Clayton, E., & Richardson, T. (1989). Soviet control of city size. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 
38(1), 155.
Collantes, F., Pinilla, V., Sáez, L. A., & Silvestre, J. (2013). Reducing depopulation in rural Spain: The impact of 
immigration. Population, Space and Place, 20(7), 606–621. http://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1797
Cortese, C., Haase, A., Grossmann, K., & Ticha, I. (2014). Governing social cohesion in shrinking cities: The cases 
of Ostrava, Genoa and Leipzig. European Planning Studies, 22(10), 2050–2066. http://doi.org/10.1080/0
9654313.2013.817540
TOC
 83 Introduction: Socio-spatial change in Lithuania. Depopulation and increasing spatial inequalities 
Cotella, G., Adams, N., & Nunes, R. J. (2012). Engaging in European spatial planning: A Central and Eastern 
European perspective on the territorial cohesion debate. European Planning Studies, 20(7), 1197–1220. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.673567
Dawkins, C. J. (2003). Regional development theory: Conceptual foundations, classic works, and recent develop-
ments. Journal of Planning Literature, 18(2), 131–172. http://doi.org/10.1177/0885412203254706
DeFilippis, J. (2017). Place matters, but maybe not in the ways they think it does... Urban Affairs Review, 53(1), 
189–196. http://doi.org/10.1177/1078087416633534
Demko, G. J., & Regulska, J. (1987). Socialism and its impact on urban processes and the city. Urban Geography, 
8(4), 289–292.
Diffen. (2017). Retrieved from http://www.diffen.com/difference/Communism_vs_Socialism
Eberstadt, N. (1994). Demographic shocks after communism: Eastern Germany, 1989-93. Population and 
Development Review, 20(1), 137–152. http://doi.org/10.2307/2137633
Ehrlich, K., Kriszan, A., & Lang, T. (2012). Urban development in Central and Eastern Europe – Between periph-
eralization and centralization? disP - The Planning Review, 48(2), 77–92. http://doi.org/10.1080/025136
25.2012.721611
Elshof, H., van Wissen, L., & Mulder, C. H. (2014). The self-reinforcing effects of population decline: An analysis 
of differences in moving behaviour between rural neighbourhoods with declining and stable populations. 
Journal of Rural Studies, 36, 285–299. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2014.09.006
Enyedi, G. (1998). Transformation in Central European postsocialist cities. Discussion Papers, 21, 5–47.
Ericson, R. E. (1991). The classical Soviet-type economy: Nature of the system and implications for reform. 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5(4), 11–27. http://doi.org/10.2307/1942862
Eriksson, M. (2008). (Re)Producing a ‘peripheral’ region - northern Sweden in the news. Geografiska Annaler: 
Series B, Human Geography, 90(4), 369–388. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0467.2008.00299.x
Eurostat. (2016). Migration and citizenship data. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/popula-
tion-demography-migration-projections/migration-and-citizenship-data/database
Eurostat. (2017). Database. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
Favell, A. (2008). The new face of East–West migration in Europe. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 
34(5), 701–716. http://doi.org/10.1080/13691830802105947
Fenger, M. (2007). Welfare regimes in Central and Eastern Europe: incorporating post-communist countries in 
a welfare regime typology. Contemporary Issues and Ideas in Social Sciences, 3(2), 1–30.
Fischer, S., & Gelb, A. (1991). The process of socialist economic transformation. The Journal of Economic Per-
spectives, 5(4), 91–105.
Fol, S. (2012). Urban shrinkage and socio-spatial disparities: Are the remedies worse than the disease? Built 
Environment, 38(2), 259–275.
Fratesi, U., & Percoco, M. (2014). Selective migration, regional growth and convergence: evidence from Italy. 
Regional Studies, 48(10), 1650–1668. http://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2013.843162
Frenkel, W. G. (1994). Basic guidelines for foreign purchasers of state enterprises in the course of privatization 
in Eastern Europe and CIS. In H. Smit (Ed.), Privatization in Eastern Europe: Legal, Economic and Social 
Aspects (p. 262). Springer Netherlands.
García Coll, A., & Stillwell, J. (1999). Inter-provincial migration in Spain: temporal trends and age-specific pat-
terns. International Journal of Population Geography, 5(2), 97–115. http://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1220(199903/04)5:2<97::AID-IJPG126>3.0.CO;2-V
Genelyte, I. (2017). Policy response to emigration from the baltics: Confronting ‘the European elephant in the 
room’. In Labour Mobility in the Enlarged Single European Market (Vol. 32, pp. 45–72). Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited. http://doi.org/10.1108/S0195-631020160000032003
Gentile, M., & Tammaru, T. (2006). Housing and ethnicity in the post-Soviet city: Ust’-Kamenogorsk, Kazakh-
stan. Urban Studies, 43(10), 1757–1778.
Gentile, M., Tammaru, T., & van Kempen, R. (2012). Heteropolitanization: Social and spatial change in Central 
and East European cities. Cities, 29(5), 291–299. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2012.05.005
Gerber, T. P., & Hout, M. (2004). Tightening up: Declining class mobility during Russia’s market transition. 
American Sociological Association, 69(5), 677–703.
German Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development. (2015). Retrieved 
from http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/EN/SpatialDevelopment/SpatialDevelopmentEurope/AnalysesSpa-
tialDevelopment/Projects/PopulationDevelopment/population-development.html
TOC
 84 Socio-spatial change in Lithuania
Grigorescu, I., Mitrică, B., Kucsicsa, G., Popovici, E.-A., Dumitraşcu, M., & Cuculici, R. (2012). Post-communist 
land use changes related to uban sprawl in the Romanian metropolitan areas. HUMAN GEOGRAPHIES – Jour-
nal of Studies and Research in Human Geography, 6(1), 35–46. http://doi.org/10.5719/hgeo.2012.61.35
Haartsen, T., & Venhorst, V. (2010). Planning for decline: Anticipating on population decline in the Netherlands. 
Tijdschrift Voor Economische En Sociale Geografie, 101(2), 218–227. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9663.2010.00597.x
Haas, O. (2007). Socio-spatial theory: Space, social relations, difference. Retrieved from https://www.academia.
edu/6133569/Socio-spatial_theory_Space_Social_Relations_Difference
Haase, A., Athanasopoulou, A., & Rink, D. (2016). Urban shrinkage as an emerging concern for Eu-
ropean policymaking. European Urban and Regional Studies, 23(1), 103–107. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0969776413481371
Haase, A., Bernt, M., Grossmann, K., Mykhnenko, V., & Rink, D. (2016). Varieties of shrinkage in European cities. 
European Urban and Regional Studies, 23(1), 86–102. http://doi.org/10.1177/0969776413481985
Hamilton, F. E. I., Andrews, K. D., & Pichler-Milanovic, N. (2005). Transformation of cities in Central and Eastern 
Europe: towards globalization. Tokyo: United Nations Publications.
Harrison, M. (2001). Are command economies unstable? Why did the Soviet economy collapse? Warwick Eco-
nomic Research Papers (No.604).
Harrison, M. (2002). Coercion, compliance, and the collapse of the Soviet command economy. The Economic 
History Review, 55(3), 397–433.
Harvey, D. (1999). The Limits to Capital. London, New York: Verso.
Harvey, D. (2007). A brief history of neoliberalism. New York: Oxford University Press.
Hess, D. B., Tammaru, T., & Leetmaa, K. (2012). Ethnic differences in housing in post-Soviet Tartu, Estonia. 
Cities, 29(5), 327–333.
Hiebert, D. (2009). The Dictionary of Human Geography. (D. Gregory, R. Johnston, G. Pratt, M. J. Watts, & S. 
Whatmore, Eds.) (5th ed.). Wiley-Blackwell.
Hospers, G.-J. (2012). Coping with shrinkage in Europe’s cities and towns. Urban Design International, 18(1), 
78–89. http://doi.org/10.1057/udi.2012.29
Hudson, R. (2005). Re-thinking change in old industrial regions: Reflecting on the experiences of North East 
England. Environment and Planning A, 37(4), 581–596.
Hudson, R. (2011). Geographies of economic decline. In A. Leyshon, R. Lee, L. McDowell, & P. Sunley (Eds.), The 
Sage handbook of economic geography (pp. 261–272). London: SAGE Publications.
Hudson, R. (2015). Uneven development, socio-spatial polarization and political responses. In T. Lang, S. Henn, 
K. Ehrlich, & W. Sgibnev (Eds.), Understanding Geographies of Polarization and Peripheralization: Perspec-
tives from Central and Eastern Europe and Beyond (p. 352). UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
Jackevičius, M. (2016). Nupiešė Lietuvos ateitį: turime bėdą 50 - čiai metų į priekį [Drew the future of Lithuania: 
we have a trouble for 50 years ahead]. Retrieved from http://www.delfi.lt/news/daily/lithuania/nupiese-
lietuvos-ateiti-turime-beda-50-ciai-metu-i- prieki.d?id=70805480
Jacobs, A. J. (2013). The Bratislava metropolitan region. Cities, 31, 507–514. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cities.2011.10.003
Jasilionis, D., Stankūnienė, V., Maslauskaitė, A., & Stumbrys, D. (2015). Lietuvos demografinių procesų diferen-
ciacija [Demographic differentiation in Lithuania]. Vilnius: LSTC.
Juškevičius, P. (2015). Lietuvos miestų sistemos raida ir jos ateities perspektyvos [The evolution and future 
prospects of the Lithuanian urban system]. Acta Academiae Artium Vilensis, 76, 11–34.
Kährik, A. (2002). Changing social divisions in the housing market of Tallinn, Estonia. Housing, Theory and 
Society, 19(1), 48–56. http://doi.org/10.1080/140360902317417985
Kalėdienė, R., & Sauliūnė, S. (2013). Mortality of Lithuanian population over 2 decades of independence: Criti-
cal points and contribution of major causes of death. Medicina (Kaunas), 49(1), 36–41.
Kazlauskienė, A., & Rinkevičius, L. (2006). Lithuanian ‘Brain Drain’ causes: Push and pull factors. Engineering 
Economics, 1(46), 27–37.
Kelo, M., & Wächter, B. (2004). Brain drain and brain gain / Migration in the European Union af-
ter enlargement. The Hague: A study by the academic cooperation association. http://doi.
org/10.1179/030801890789797473
Kim, S. (2008). Spatial inequality and economic development: Theories, facts, and policies. Commission on 
Growth and Development.
TOC
 85 Introduction: Socio-spatial change in Lithuania. Depopulation and increasing spatial inequalities 
Klüsener, S., Stankūnienė, V., Grigoriev, P., & Jasilionis, D. (2015). The mass emigration context of Lithua-
nia: patterns and policy options. Intrenational Migration, 53(5), 179–193. http://doi.org/10.1111/
imig.12196
Kok, H., & Kovács, Z. (1999). The process of suburbanization in the agglomeration of Budapest. Netherlands 
Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 14(2), 119–141. http://doi.org/10.1007/BF02496818
Kornai, J. (2000). What the change of system from socialism to capitalism does and does not mean. Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 14(1), 27–42. http://doi.org/10.1257/jep.14.1.27
Kornai, J. (2006). The great transformation of Central Eastern Europe: Sucess and disappointment. Economics of 
Transition, 14(2), 207–244.
Kovács, Z. (1999). Cities from state-socialism to global capitalism: An introduction. GeoJournal, 49(1), 1–6. 
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007048819606
Krišjāne, Z., & Bērziņš, M. (2012). Post-socialist urban trends: New patterns and motivations for mi-
gration in the suburban areas of Riga, Latvia. Urban Studies, 49(2), 289–306. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0042098011402232
Krišjāne, Z., & Bērziņš, M. (2014). Intra-urban residential differentiation in the post-Soviet city: the case of Riga, 
Latvia. Hungarian Geographical Bulletin, 63(3), 235–253. http://doi.org/10.15201/hungeobull.63.3.1
Krupickaitė, D. (2003). Naujos Lietuvos ir kitų Baltijos šalių miestų sistemų raidos tendencijos [New tendencies 
of town system development in Lithuania and other Baltic States]. Geografija, 39(2), 38–44.
Krupickaitė, D. (2014). Vilnius - between persistence and socio-spatial change. Europa Regional, 19(3–4), 
21–31.
Kühn, M. (2015). Peripheralization: Theoretical concepts explaining socio-spatial inequalities. European Plan-
ning Studies, 23(2), 367–378. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2013.862518
Kuliešis, G., & Pareigienė, L. (2011). Lietuvos regionų depopuliacijos prielaidų tyrimas [Study of the depop-
ulation assumptions of the Lithuanian regions]. Management Theory and Studies for Rural Business and 
Infrastructure Development, 5(29), 116–125.
Kulu, H., & Tammaru, T. (2003). Housing and ethnicity in Soviet Tartu. Yearbook of Population Research in 
Finland, 39, 119–140.
Kupiszewski, M., Baccaini, B., Durham, H., & Rees, P. (2000). Internal migration and regional population dy-
namics in Europe: France case study. University of Leeds.
Lang, T. (2011). Regional development issues in Central and Eastern Europe: shifting research agendas from 
a focus on peripheries to peripheralisation? In A. Eröss & D. Karacsonyi (Eds.), Geography in Visegrad and 
Neighbour Countries (pp. 57–64). Budapest: HAS Geographical Research Institute.
Lang, T. (2012). Shrinkage, metropolization and peripheralization in East Germany. European Planning Studies, 
20(10), 1747–1754. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2012.713336
Lang, T. (2015). Socio-economic and political responses to regional polarisation and socio-spatial peripherali-
sation in Central and Eastern Europe: a research agenda. Hungarian Geographical Bulletin, 64(3), 171–185. 
http://doi.org/10.15201/hungeobull.64.3.2
Lang, T., Henn, S., Sgibnev, W., & Ehrlich, K. (2015). Understanding Geographies of Polarization and Peripher-
alization: Perspectives from Central and Eastern Europe and Beyond. Palgrave Macmillan UK. http://doi.
org/10.1057/9781137415080
Leetmaa, K., & Tammaru, T. (2007). Suburbanization in countries in transition: Destinations of suburbanizers 
in the Tallinn metropolitan area. Geografiska Annaler, Series B Human Geography, 89(2), 127–146. http://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0467.2007.00244.x
Leetmaa, K., Tammaru, T., & Anniste, K. (2009). From priority-led to market-led suburbanisation in a 
post-communist metropolis. Tijdschrift Voor Economische En Sociale Geografie, 100(4), 436–453. http://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2009.00551.x
Lerman, Z., Kislev, Y., Biton, D., & Kriss, A. (2003). Agricultural output and productivity in the Former Soviet 
Republics. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 51(4), 999–1018.
Lewis, W. A. (1954). Economic development with unlimited supplies of labour. The Manchester School, 22(2), 
139–191. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9957.1954.tb00021.x
Leyk, A. (2016). Between rejected socialism and desired capitalism: social sciences’ discourse on the transfor-
mation in Poland. European Review of History: Revue Européenne D’histoire, 23(4), 643–663. http://doi.or
g/10.1080/13507486.2016.1182125
Lithuanian State Social Insurance Fund Board. (2017). Retrieved from www.sodra.lt
TOC
 86 Socio-spatial change in Lithuania
Lösch, A. (1940). The economics of location. Translated into English by W.H. Woglom in 1954. New Haven: Yale 
University Press.
Marcińczak, S., Tammaru, T., Novák, J., Gentile, M., Kovács, Z., Temelová, J., … Szabó, B. (2015). Patterns of 
socioeconomic segregation in the capital cities of fast-track reforming postsocialist countries. Annals of the 
Association of American Geographers, 105(1), 183–202. http://doi.org/10.1080/00045608.2014.9689
77
Martí-Henneberg, J. (2005). Empirical evidence of regional population concentration in Europe, 1870-2000. 
Population, Space and Place, 11(4), 269–281. http://doi.org/10.1002/psp.373
Maslauskaitė, A., & Stankūnienė, V. (2007). Šeima abipus sienų [Family across frontiers]. Vilnius: Tarptautinė 
migracijos organizacija, Socialinių tyrimų institutas.
Massey, D. S., & Denton, N. A. (1988). The dimensions of residential segregation. Social Forces, 67(2), 
281–315. http://doi.org/10.1093/sf/67.2.281
Milstead, T. M. (2008). Housing and urban development in a post-soviet city: A case study of Vilnius, Lithuania 
(Doctoral thesis). Florida State University.
Musterd, S. (2005). Social and ethnic segregation in Europe: Levels, causes, and effects. Journal of Urban Affairs, 
27(3), 331–348. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0735-2166.2005.00239.x
Musterd, S., Marcińczak, S., van Ham, M., & Tammaru, T. (2016). Socioeconomic segregation in European 
capital cities. Increasing separation between poor and rich. Urban Geography, 1–22. http://doi.org/10.108
0/02723638.2016.1228371
Myrdal, G. (1957). Economic theory and underdeveloped regions. London: Duckworth.
Namboodiripad, E. M. S. (1991). ‘An experiment that failed’? Social Scientist, 19(12), 3–19.
Ní Laoire, C. (2000). Conceptualising Irish rural youth migration: A biographical approach. International Journal 
of Population Geography, 6(3), 229–243.
Niedomysl, T. (2011). How migration motives change over migration distance: Evidence on variation 
across socio-economic and demographic groups. Regional Studies, 45(6), 843–855. http://doi.
org/10.1080/00343401003614266
Niedomysl, T., & Amcoff, J. (2011). Is there hidden potential for rural population growth in Sweden? Rural 
Sociology, 76(2), 257–279. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2010.00032.x
Nivalainen, S. (2004). Determinants of family migration: short moves vs. long moves. Journal of Population 
Economics, 17(1), 157–175. http://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-003-0131-8
Novák, J., & Sýkora, L. (2007). A city in motion: Time-space activity and mobility patterns of suburban inhabi-
tants and the structuration of the spatial organization of the Prague metropolitan area. Geografiska Annaler: 
Series B, Human Geography, 89 B(2), 147–167.
Nove, A. (1986). The Soviet Economic System. London: Allen & Unwin.
Nugin, R. (2014). ‘I think that they should go. Let them see something’. The context of rural youth’s out-mi-
gration in post-socialist Estonia. Journal of Rural Studies, 34, 51–64. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrur-
stud.2014.01.003
Nuissl, H., & Rink, D. (2005). The ‘production’ of urban sprawl in eastern Germany as a phenomenon of post-so-
cialist transformation. Cities, 22(2), 123–134. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2005.01.002
Ouředníček, M. (2007). Differential suburban development in the Prague urban region. Geografiska Annaler, 
Series B: Human Geography, 89(2), 111–126. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0467.2007.00243.x
Owens, A., Reardon, S. F., & Jencks, C. (2016). Income segregation between schools and school districts. Ameri-
can Educational Research Journal, 53(4), 1159–1197. http://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216652722
Park, R. E., Burgess, E. W., & McKenzie, R. D. (1925). The city. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago 
Press.
Perroux, F. (1955). Note on the Concept of ‘Growth Poles’. Translated into English by L. Gates, A. McDermott in 
1970. In D. L. McKee, R. L. Dean, & W. H. Leahy (Eds.), Regional Economics: Theory and Practice. New York: 
The Free Press.
Pickles, J., & Smith, A. (2007). Post-socialism and the politics of knowledge production. In A. Tickell, E. Shep-
pard, J. Peck, & T. Barnes (Eds.), Politics and practice in economic geography (pp. 151–162). London: SAGE 
Publications.
Pourahmad, A., Khavarian-Garmsir, A. R., & Hataminejad, H. (2016). Social inequality, city shrinkage and city 
growth in Khuzestan Province, Iran. Area Development and Policy, 1(2), 266–277. http://doi.org/10.1080
/23792949.2016.1170581
TOC
 87 Introduction: Socio-spatial change in Lithuania. Depopulation and increasing spatial inequalities 
Puga, D. (2010). The magnitude and causes of agglomeration economies. Journal of Regional Science, 50(1), 
203–219. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9787.2009.00657.x
Quigley, J. M. (2013). Agglomeration, regional growth, and economic development. In J. Klaesson, B. Johans-
son, & C. Karlsson (Eds.), Metropolitan Regions (pp. 29–46). Springer Berlin Heidelberg. http://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-642-32141-2
Reher, D. (2007). Towards long-term population decline: a discussion of relevant issues. European Journal of 
Population/Revue Européenne de …, 23(2), 189–207. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10680-007-9120-z
Ruoppila, S. (2004). Processes of residential differentiation in socialist cities. Literature review on the cases of 
Budapest, Prague, Tallinn and Warsaw. European Journal of Spatial Development, 9(24), 1–24.
Rybakovskiy, L. L., & Tarasova, N. V. (1991). Contemporary problems of migration of the population of the USSR. 
Soviet Geography, 32(7), 458–473.
Rychtaříková, J. (1999). Is Eastern Europe experiencing a second demographic transition? Acta Universitatis 
Carolinae Geographica, 34(1), 19–44.
Sailer-Fliege, U. (1999). Characteristics of post-socialist urban transformation in East Central Europe. GeoJour-
nal, 49(1), 7–16.
Samonis, V. (1995). Transforming the Lithuanian economy: from Moscow to Vilnius and from Plan to Market. 
Warsaw: CASE - Center for Social & Economic Research.
Scarpa, S. (2015). The impact of income inequality on economic residential segregation: The case of Malmö, 
1991–2010. Urban Studies, 52(5), 906–922. http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098014529347
Schmidt, S., Fina, S., & Siedentop, S. (2015). Post-socialist sprawl: A cross-country comparison. European Plan-
ning Studies, 23(7), 1357–1380. http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.933178
Šešelgis, K. (1996). Teritorijų planavimo raida Lietuvoje [Development of regional planning in Lithuania]. 
Urbanistika Ir Architektūra, 21(1), 4–19.
Shleifer, A., & Treisman, D. (2014). Normal countries: The East 25 years after communism. Foreign Affairs, 
93(6), 92–103.
Sipavičienė, A., & Stankūnienė, V. (2011). Lietuvos gyventojų (e) migracijos dvidešimtmetis: tarp laisvės rinktis 
ir išgyvenimo strategijos [Two decades of emigration from Lithuania: between free chice and survival strate-
gy]. Filosofija. Sociologija, 22(4), 323–333.
Sipavičienė, A., & Stankūnienė, V. (2013). The social and economic impact of emigration on Lithuania. In 
Coping with Emigration in Baltic and East European Countries (pp. 45–64). OECD. http://doi.org/http://
www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/coping-with-emigration-in-baltic-and-east-euro-
pean-countries/the-social-and-economic-impact-of-emigration-on-lithuania_9789264204928-6-en
Sjaastad, L. A. (1962). The costs and returns of human migration. Journal of Political Economy, 70(5), 80–93.
Sjöberg, Ö. (1999). Shortage, priority and urban growth: towards a theory of urbanisation under central plan-
ning. Urban Studies, 36(13), 2217–2236. http://doi.org/10.1080/0042098992395
Sjöberg, Ö., & Tammaru, T. (1999). Transitional statistics: internal migration and urban growth in post-Soviet 
Estonia. Europe-Asia Studies, 51(5), 821–42. http://doi.org/10.1080/09668139998732
Slee, B., & Miller, D. (2015). School closures as a driver of rural decline in Scotland: A problem in pursuit of some 
evidence? Scottish Geographical Journal, 131(2), 78–97. http://doi.org/10.1080/14702541.2014.9882
88
Smith, A., & Rochovská, A. (2006). Neo-liberalism and post-socialist urban transformations: poverty, inequality 
and the city. Acta Geographica Universitatis Comenianae, 48, 43–54.
Smith, A., & Timár, J. (2010). Uneven transformations: Space, economy and society 20 years after the 
collapse of state socialism. European Urban and Regional Studies, 17(2), 115–125. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0969776409358245
Sobotka, T., Zeman, K., & Kantorová, V. (2003). Demographic shifts in the Czech Republic after 1989: A 
second demographic transition view. European Journal of Population, 19(3), 249–277. http://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1024913321935
Sokol, M. (2001). Central and Eastern Europe a decade after the fall of state-socialism: Regional dimensions of 
transition processes. Regional Studies, 35(7), 645–655. http://doi.org/10.1080/00343400120075911
Stanaitis, S., & Česnavičius, D. (2010). Dynamics of national composition of Vilnius population in the 2nd half 
of the 20th century. Bulletin of Geography. Socio-Economic Series, 13, 31–44.
Stanilov, K. (2007). Taking stock of post-socialist urban development: A recapitulation. In K. Stanilov (Ed.), The 
post-socialist city: urban form and space transformations in Central and Eastern Europe after socialism (pp. 
3–17). Dordrecht: Springer.
TOC
 88 Socio-spatial change in Lithuania
Stankūnienė, V. (2003). Lietuvos demografinis nuosmukis XX a. pabaigoje: demografinės pusiausvyros prarad-
imas, krizė ar šokas? [Demographic decline of Lithuania in the end of 20th century: Loss of demographic 
equilibrium, crisis or shock? Filosofija. Sociologija, (2), 44–50.
Stankuniene, V., & Jasilioniene, A. (2008). Lithuania: Fertility decline and its determinants. Demographic 
Research, 119(20), 705–742. http://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2008.19.20
Stankūnienė, V., & Jasilionis, D. (2011). Lietuvos gyventojų mirtingumo lygio ir mirties priežasčių struktūros 
prieštaringi pokyčiai [Contradictory trends in mortality and cause-specific mortality in Lithuania]. Filosofija. 
Sociologija, 22(4), 334–347.
Statistical Office of Estonia, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, & Statistics Lithuania. (2003). 2000 round of 
population and housing censuses in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Retrieved from http://www.csb.gov.lv/
sites/default/files/item_file_2064_baltcen3.pdf
Statistical Office of Estonia, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, & Statistics Lithuania. (2015). 2011 pop-
ulation and housing censuses in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Retrieved from https://osp.stat.gov.lt/
services-portlet/pub-edition-file?id=19698
Statistics Lithuania. Results of the 2001 population and housing census of the Republic of Lithuania (2003).
Statistics Lithuania. Results of the 2011 population and housing census of the Republic of Lithuania (2013).
Statistics Lithuania. (2017). Database. Retrieved from http://osp.stat.gov.lt/web/guest/statistiniu-ro-
dikliu-analize?epoch=ML
Steinführer, A., & Haase, A. (2007). Demographic change as a future challenge for cities in East Central Europe. 
Geografiska Annaler, Series B Human Geography, 89(2), 183–195.
Stockdale, A. (2002). Towards a typology of out-migration from peripheral areas: a Scottish case study. Interna-
tional Journal of Population Geography, 8(5), 345–364. http://doi.org/10.1002/ijpg.265
Stockdale, A. (2004). Rural out-migration: Community consequences and individual migrant experiences. 
Sociologia Ruralis, 44(2), 167–194. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2004.00269.x
Stumbrys, D. (2016). Lietuvos vyrų mirtingumo diferenciacijos sociologiniai demografiniai veiksniai. Lietuvos 
socialinių tyrimų centras.
Sýkora, L. (1999). Processes of socio-spatial differentiation in post-communist Prague. Housing Studies, 14(5), 
679–701. http://doi.org/10.1080/02673039982678
Sýkora, L., & Čermák, Z. (1998). City growth and migration patterns in the context of ‘communist’ and ‘transi-
tory’ periods in Prague’s urban development. Espace, Populations, Sociétés, 16(3), 405–416. http://doi.
org/10.3406/espos.1998.1856
Sýkora, L., & Ouředníček, M. (2007). Sprawling post-communist metropolis : Commercial and residential 
suburbanization in Prague and Brno , the Czech Republic. In E. Razin, M. Dijst, & C. Vázquez (Eds.), Employ-
ment Deconcentration in European Metropolitan Areas (pp. 209–233). Dordrecht: Springer. http://doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4020-5762-5_8
Szelenyi, I. (1996). Cities under socialism - and after. In G. Andrusz, I. Harloe, & I. Szelenyi (Eds.), Cities After 
Socialism. Urban and Regional Change and Conflicts in Post-Socialist Societies (pp. 286–317). Oxford: Black-
well Publishers Ltd. http://doi.org/10.1002/9780470712733.ch10
Szelényi, I. (2001). Poverty, ethnicity, and gender in transitional societies - Introduction. Review of Sociology, 
7(2), 5–10. http://doi.org/10.1556/RevSoc.7.2001.2.1
Tammaru, T. (2001). Suburban growth and suburbanisation under central planning: The case of Soviet Estonia. 
Urban Studies, 38(8), 1341–1357. http://doi.org/10.1080/00420980120061061
Tammaru, T., Kährik, A., Mägi, K., Novák, J., & Leetmaa, K. (2016). The ‘market experiment’: increasing so-
cio-economic segregation in the inherited bi-ethnic context of Tallinn. In T. Tammaru, S. Marcińczak, M. 
van Ham, & S. Musterd (Eds.), Socio-economic segregation in European Capital cities: East meets West (pp. 
333–358). London and New York: Routledge.
Tammaru, T., Leetmaa, K., Silm, S., & Ahas, R. (2009). Temporal and spatial dynamics of the new 
residential areas around Tallinn. European Planning Studies, 17(3), 423–439. http://doi.
org/10.1080/09654310802618077
Tammaru, T., Marcińczak, S., van Ham, M., & Musterd, S. (2016). Socio-economic segregation in European 
capital cities: East meets west. London and New York: Routledge.
Tereškinas, A., Žilys, A., & Indiliūnaitė, R. (2013). Pilietiškumas ir tapatumas šiuolaikinėje visuomenėje: So-
cialinė atskirtis ir socialinė segregacija Lietuvos didmiesčiuose [Citizenship and identities in contemporary 
society: Social exclusion and social segregation in Lithuanian cities]. Vytauto Didžiojo Universiteto Mokslo 
Klasteriai, 2, 171–185.
TOC
 89 Introduction: Socio-spatial change in Lithuania. Depopulation and increasing spatial inequalities 
Tervo, H. (2000). Migration and labour market adjustment: Empirical evidence from Finland 1985-90. Interna-
tional Review of Applied Economics, 14(3), 343–360. http://doi.org/10.1080/02692170050084079
The Economist. (2017). Eastern Europe’s workers are emigrating, but its pensioners are staying. Retrieved from 
http://www.economist.com/news/europe/21714999-eus-newest-members-face-economic-decline-
unless-they-woo-back-workers-or-recruit-immigrants
The World Bank. (2017a). Employment in agriculture. Retrieved from http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/
SL.AGR.EMPL.ZS?year_low_desc=true
The World Bank. (2017b). GDP per capita. Retrieved from http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.
CD?name_desc=false
The World Bank. (2017c). Personal remittances. Retrieved from http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/BX.TRF.
PWKR.DT.GD.ZS?locations=LT&name_desc=false
Tsenkova, S. (2006). Beyond transitions: Understanding urban change in post-socialist cities. Contributions to 
Economics, 21–50. http://doi.org/10.1007/3-7908-1727-9-2
Ubarevičienė, R. (2016). Lietuvos gyventojų vidaus migracijų teritoriniai ypatumai 21 a. [Territorial features 
of internal migration of Lithuanian population in the 21st century]. Lietuvos Socialinė Raida: Teritorinis 
Aspektas, 5, 9–24.
Ubarevičienė, R., & Burneika, D. (2015). Spatial transformation of the economy in the post-communist period: 
The case of the Vilnius urban region. Geographia Polonica, 88(1), 143–157.
Ubarevičienė, R., Burneika, D., & Kriaučiūnas, E. (2011). The sprawl of Vilnius city – establishment and analysis 
of growing urban region. Annales Geographicae, 43–44, 96–107.
United Nations. (2015). World Population Prospects: The 2015 Revision. United Nations, Department of Eco-
nomic and Social Affairs, Population Division.
Valenzuela, J. P., Belleï, C., & de los Ríos, D. (2014). Socioeconomic school segregation in a market-oriented 
educational system. The case of Chile. Journal of Education Policy, 29(2), 217–241. http://doi.org/10.108
0/02680939.2013.806995
van der Laan Bouma-Doff, W. (2007). Confined contact: Residential segregation and ethnic bridges in the Neth-
erlands. Urban Studies, 44(5/6), 997–1017. http://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701255965
Vanagas, J., Krišjane, Z., Noorkoiv, R., & Staniūnas, E. (2002). Planning urban systems in Soviet times and in the 
era of transition: The case of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Geographia Polonica, 75(2), 75–100.
van Ham, M., Manley, D., Bailey, N., Simpson, L., & Maclennan, D. (2012). Neighbourhood effects research: new 
perspectives. Dordrecht: Springer.
van Ham, M., & Tammaru, T. (2016). New perspectives on ethnic segregation over time and space: a domains 
approach. Urban Geography, 37(7), 953–962. http://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2016.1142152
van Ham, M. Van, Tammaru, T., de Vuijst, E., & Zwiers, M. (2016). Spatial segregation and socio-economic mo-
bility in European cities. IZA Discussion Paper No. 10277. http://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.19934.43841
van Kempen, R., & Murie, A. (2009). The new divided city: Changing patterns in European cities. Tijd-
schrift Voor Economische En Sociale Geografie, 100(4), 377–398. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9663.2009.00548.x
Viira, A.-H., Põder, A., & Värnik, R. (2009). 20 years of transition – institutional reforms and the adaptation of 
production in Estonian agriculture. Agrarwirtschaft, 58(7), 294–303.
Von Thünen, J. H. (1926). Isolated state. Translated into English by C. M. Wartenberg in 1966. Oxford, New York: 
Pergamon Press.
Wolff, M., & Wiechmann, T. (2017). Urban growth and decline: Europe’s shrinking cities in a com-
parative perspective 1990–2010. European Urban and Regional Studies, 1–18. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0969776417694680
Yang Hansen, K., & Gustafsson, J.-E. (2016). Causes of educational segregation in Sweden - school choice or 
residential segregation. Educational Research and Evaluation, 22(1–2), 23–44. http://doi.org/10.1080/1
3803611.2016.1178589
Žilys, A. (2013). Rezidencinė diferenciacija ir skirtumai Lietuvos moderniajame mieste: (po)sovietinis ar Vakarų 
miestas? [Residential differentiation in Lithuanian nodern cities: Is it a (post-)Soviet or Western city? 
Kultūra Ir Visuomenė: Socialinių Tyrimų Žurnalas, 4(2), 67–101.
TOC
 90 Socio-spatial change in Lithuania
TOC
